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THE INTRODUCTION: 


_ CONTAINING 


A fair Statement of the Inquiry, 


HE only thing which, in any diſpute, ſhould 
engage our attention, is this: What is 
truth?“ And he who wiſhes to find it, will en- 
deavour to adopt that plan which will bring him 
ſooneſt to that he ſeeks. There are two things, 
in all matters of controverſy, which greatly ta- 
cilitate our ſearch : Firſt, that we ſet aſide all 
thoſe things about which we are agreed, and fix 
our attention to that only on which a difference 
of opinion may fall; and, ſecondly, that this 
difference be ſtated in a manner the moſt plain 
and ſimple. To either of which, no perſon who 
ſeeks the truth can form the leaſt objection. 


THESIS II. 


As this inquiry lies between thoe who paſs 
under the denomination of Pædobaptiſts and 
Antipedobaptiits, it will be proper, in order to 
aſcertaia wherein they differ on the ſubject of 
baptiſm, to give the lentiments of each. An- 
tipedobaptiſts conſider thoſe perſons as meet ſub- 
jects of baptiſm, who are ſuppoſed to poſſeſs 
faith in Chriſt, and thoſe only. Pædobaptiſts 
agree with them in this, that believers are pro- 
per ſubjects of baptiſm ; but deny that ſuch only 

are 
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are proper ſubjects. They think, that, together 
with 1 adults who have not yet been 
baptized, their infants have a right to baptiſm as 
well as their parents. 
I have lately converſed with many Baptiſts, 
who knew ſo little of the ſentiment of their 
, brethren, that they ſuppoſed adult baptiſm was * 
entirely rejected by Pædobaptiſts; and when I F 
endeavoured, from their confeſſions of faith, &c. 
to convince my Baptiſt friends that they held 
adult baptiſm as well as themſelves, ſome be- 


lieved and marvelled, but others remained in 
doubt. 


THESIS III. 


From this view of the ſentiments of each, it 
appears that both parties are agreed on the arti- 
cle of adult baptiim, which mult therefore be ſet | 
aſide as a matter entirely out of diſpute; for it s 
can anſwer no good purpoſe for one to prove what 8 
the other will not deny. Now ſeeing they are | 
10 far of one mind (| ſpeak of the ſubje&, not / 
of the mode), the difference between them con- 
cerns infants only; and the imple queſtion which 
remains to be decided is this, Are infants fit ſub- 
jets of baptiſm, or are they not? On this 
queſtion the whole turns. The Pædobaptiſts 
affirm, and Antipædobaptiſts deny. 


THESIS IV. 


The ſimple queſtion being as | have now ſtated 
it, Are infants fit ſubjects of baptiſm, or are they 
not? it will clearly follow, that all thoſe places 
which relate to believers' baꝑtiſm, can prove no- 
thing on the fide of Baptiſts; and the reaſon is, 
they have no relation to the queſtion. Jo illuſ- 
trate this, I aſk a Baptiſt, Is an infant a fit 
ſubject 
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ſubje& of baptiſm ? No, ſays he. Wherefore ? 
Becauſe the Scriptures ſay, Repent, and be bap- 
tized. If thou believeſt, thou mayeſt.— ! inter- 
poſe, and ſay, Your anſwer is not in point, I 
aſked, Is an infant a fit ſubje& of baptiſm ? You 
anſwer by telling me that a penitent adult is ſuch, 
But as I aſked no queſtion concerning an adult. 
the anſwer is nothing at all to the purpoſe. If I 
ſhould aſk whether an infant were a creature of 
the rational kind, would it be a good antwer, if 
any perſon ſhould ſay that adults were of that 
deſcription ? No anſwer can he good, if 1t do 
not directly relate to the queſtion propoled ; for 
then, properly ſpeaking, it is no anſwer to the 
queſtion. If, therefore, I aſk whether an in- 
fant is a proper ſubject of baptiſm, and another 
ſhould bring twenty places to prove the propriety 
of baptizing adults; as all this would be nothind 
to the queſtion, ſo nothing would be proveg 
thereby, either for or againit. 


THESIS V. 


_ We may from hence eſtimate the neat ſtrength 
of each party, as they reſpect one another. The 
Pædobaptiſt has juſt ſo much ſtrength againſt a 
Baptiſt, as his arguments weigh on the affirma- 
tive, and no more ; and the Baptiſt has no more 
ſtrength againſt him, but as his arguments weigh 
on the negative. Whatever arguments a Baptiſt 
may bring to evince infunt baptiſm to be wrong, 
whether they be many ur few, good or bad, it 
is all his ſtrength ; he has not a grain more on 
his fide. For as it lies on neither of theſe to 
prove adult baptiſm (it being a thing profeſſed 
and uſed by both, and is therefore no ſubje& of 
diſpute), thole arguments that prove it can have 
no place here, This being carefully obſerved, 

B 2 we 
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we ſhall ſee which of theſc has the faireft pre- 
tenſion to truth. 


THESIS VI. 


Whatever may, in reality, he the force of 
argument on <ither fide, reſpecting this queſtion, 
there can be no doubt but that fide is the true 
one, on which the arguments are found to pre- 
ponderate. If the arguments for infant baptiſm 
are ſtronger thanany that can be produced againſt 
it, then infant baptiſm muft be right; and ſo the 
eaſy and ture way of coming to a deciſion is, to 
collect the arguments on boch ices, try their va- 
lidity, and compare them together. This, in 
the fear of God, I ſhall endeavour to do. Firſt, 
I will tet down the arguments againſt infant bap- 
tiſm, and examine them as I proceed ; and then 
thoſe which make for it; and after that I will 
compare them together in oppoſite columns. 
By this proceſs, which 1s the faireſt I am ac- 
quainted with, we ſhall ſee whether Baptiſts or 
Pædobaptiſts have the truth on their fide. 

The whole import of theſe propoſitions 1s— 
That both parties agree about adult baptiſm— 
That when a Baptiſt has proved adult baptiſm, 
he has proved nothing againſt a Pzdobaptiſt— 
'T'hat the only queſtion being this, Are infants fit 
ſubjects of baptiſm, or are they not? it is evi- 
dent that thoſe paſſages of Scripture, which prove 
adult baptiſm, will not anſwer this queſtion— 
And, that arguments for and againſt being com- 
pared, that fide is the true one, on which they 
preponderate. | 

If any thing can make this matter plainer, and 
J with it to be made plain, perhaps the introduc- 
tion of a ſhort familiar dialogue may doit. We 


will therefore ſuppoſe a converſation between a 
Baptiſt 
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Baptiſt and a Pædobaptiſt; the Baptiſt ſpeaking 
as follows: i | 

Bap. I wonder very much you ſhould not 
agree with me in ſentiment, reſpecting the ſub- 
jects of baptiſm. ; 

Pedo. There is nothing in this to wonder at, 
ſince we all ſee but in part; it is our happineſs 
to believe to the ſaving of the ſoul. 

Bap. That which makes me wonder 1s this, 
that the ſentiment I hold is fo clearly revealed 
in Scripture. 55 

Peds. What ſentiment is that you hold, and 
which you ſay is clearly revealed in Scripture: 

Bap. I hold what is commonly called be- 
liever's baptiſm ; or, that it is right to baptize a 
perſon proſeſſing faith in Chriſt. N 

Pædo. If that be your ſentiment, I grant it is 
clearly revealed; but in this we are agreed, it is 
my ſentiment as well as yours. 

Bap. But this is not the whole of my ſenti- 
ment. I meant to have ſaid, that it is wrong to 
baptize infants. 

Pædo. Then you and ! differ only about in- 
fants. 

Bap. If you grant adult baptiſm to be right, 
it is only about infants we differ. 

Pedo. I do grant it. And then do you mean 
to fay, that it is clearly revealed in Scripture that 
it is wrong to baptize infants ? 

Bap. I do mean to ſay that. 

Pedo. How do you prove it ? 

Bap. I prove it by Acts viii. 37. If thou 
believeſt with all thine heart, thou mayeſt. 

Pædo. You have indeed proved believer's 
baptiſm to be right ; but I aſked you, how you 
proved infant baptiſm to be wrong? 

a B 3 Bap. 
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Bap. Muſt not infant baptiſm be wrong, if 
believer's baptiſm be right ? 

Pædo. No more than believer's baptiſm muſt 
be wrong, if infant baptiſm be right. Would 
you think I had proved that infants would be 
loſt, by proving that believing adults would be 
ſaved ? 

Hap. Certainly I ſhould not. 

Pedo, Why? 

Bap. Becauſe the queſtion would be only 
about infants; and we cannot infer the loſs of 
an infant from the ſalvation of a believing adult. 

Pezdo. Very true. Ihen that which proves 
infant baptiſm wrong, mult not be the tame that 
proves adult baptiſm to be right. 

wi I grant it, but think there is ſufficient 
proof againit it beſide. 

Pedo. This is the very point. You produce 
vour proof againſt it, and I will produce mine 
for it. If your proof be found ſtronger againſt, 


than mine for, you have truth on your fide ; it 


not, the truth is on mine. | 
Bap. Nothing ean be more fair; and I am 
willing to put it to the teſt. 


CHAPTER 


* — 
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CHAPTER I. 


THIS CHAPTER WILL CONTAIN ARGUMENTS 
AGAINST INFANT BAPTISM.—OF THESE 
THERE ARE TWO ONLY ; FOR WHATEVER 
MAY BE URGED, WILL FALL UNDER ONE 
R OTHER OF THESE. 


— — —— — 


ARGUMENT I. 


A perſon who has a right to a poſitive inſtitute muſt 

e expre/sly mentioned as having that right; but 

infants are not ſo mentioned, therefore, they have 
net that right. 


S the whole force of, this argument turns 
upon the words expreſs and explicit, which 
Baptiſt writers commonly uſe; the reader, in 
order to form a juſt opinion upon the ſubject, 
ſhould clearly underitand their import. And 
fince I ſhall often have occaſion to uſe them, 
the reader will meet with an explanation of the 
term explicit“ in another place. At preſent, it 
will be ſuſhcient to ſay, that both theſe terms 
ſtand oppoſed to inference, analogy, and impli- 
cation. And when the Baptiſts ſay there is' no 
expreſs command for infant baptiſm, they mean 
there is no command in ſo many words,” as *thou 
ſhalt baptiſe infants,” or ſomething equivalent. 
Concerning this, I might obſerve, in the firſt 
place, that it is too aſſuming, as it feems to dic- 
tate in what manner an all-wiſe God ſhould 
ſpeak to men. In the ſecond place, I might 
add, that it is too contracted, as it ſuppoſes we 
are 
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are unable to underſtand the will of God unleſs 
he ſpeak in one particular way. But whether 
it be too aſſuming and contracted or not, I muſt 


cauſe (to wave other inſtances, and fix on one 
only) a ſubject is admitted to a poſitive inſtitute, 
and that admiſſion is according to truth, and ſo 
held by all, who uſe Chriſtian rites; when yet 
there is no expreſs law or example to ſupport it, 
in all the word of God. It is the caſe of wo- 
men to which I allude, and their admiſſion to 
the Lord's table. 

I acknowledge it is right to admit them; but 
as to expreſs law or example, there is no ſuch 
thing in Scripture. If it be faid, that women are 
fit ſubjects of baptiſm—that they are capable of 
religious advantages—that they have a right to 
church-memberſhip, and therefore a right to the 
Lord's ſupper, I grant it—And then the argument 
is falſe; for it women are admitted becauſe they 
are fit ſubjects of baptiſm, &c. they are admit- 
ted by ſomething, which 1s not expreſs law or 
example. But the argument | am oppoting ſays, 


muſt be expreſsly mentioned as having that 
right.” Now, if women are not ſo mentioned 
with reſpect to the ſupper, the practice of ad- 
mitting them 1s wrong, or this argument is falfe. 
And to ſhow the fallacy of the Baptiſt ſyſtem at 
large, I will undertake, in the ſequel to prove 
| that, upon the principles and reaſonings of the 
| Baptiſts, a woman, however quali:3cd, can have 
WF} no right whatever to the Lord's table, 
F* fi There 1s no expreſs command or example for 
3 infant baptiſm | This being a favourite argument 
with Baptiſts, and the cafe of women, in this 
reſpect, being the ſame as that of infauts, toy 
| Wi 


in laſt place affirm that it is ver) falſe :—Be- , 


A perlon who has a right to poſitive inſtitutes, 
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will not ſuffer an inſtance, ſo fatal to their ſyſtem, 
to paſs by, without making an effort to overturn 
it. They know very well, that they cannot 
maintain this argument againſt infants, without 
producing an explicit warrant for female commu— 
nion. They therefore afhrm, that the Scriptures 
afford ſuch a warrant, and that it is found in 
1 Cor. xi. 28. Tet a man ſæ, emos] examine 
himſelf, and ſo let him eat of that bread, &c.” 
It is certainly here, or no-where. I have known 
many who took this for an expreſs word for wo- 
men. I did ſo myſelf for ſome years, till Mr. 
Booth's attempt to prove it convinced me of the 
contrary. 

An expreſs word, in the preſent cafe, muſt be 
one that ſpecifies the ſex; as Acts viii. 12. 
« they were baptized, both men and women.“ 
Lardpes X Xs YuY2 ines |, But I aſk, is avIpwnros an X- 

reſs word for a woman ? Mr. Booth affirms it 
is. Take it in his own words, vol. it. page 73. 
« In regard to the ſuppoſed want of an explicit 
warrant for admitting women to the holy table, 
we reply by demanding, Does not Paul, when 
he ſays, Let a man examine himſelf, and ſo let 
him eat, enjoin a reception of the ſacred ſupper ? 
Does not the term a»pwrs, there uſed, often 
ſtand as a name of our ſpecies, without regard 
to ſex? Have we not the authority of lexico- 
graphers, and, which is incomparably more, the 
ſanction of common ſenſe, for underſtanding it 
thus in that paſſage ? When the ſexes are diſtin- 
guiſhed and oppoſed, the word for a man is not 
«vIpwrns, but amp.” This is all about the word, 
except a quotation, which is not material. 

The reader is deſired to obſerve, that, as Mr. 
B. has undertaken to produce an explicit warrant 
for female communion, he can derive no held 

rom 
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from analogy, or inference, or any thing of that 
kind. 'The words he brings for proof muſt con- 
tain their own unequivocal evidence, inde» 
pendent of every other conſideration. If this 
be not the caſe, his explicit warrant is a mere 
fiction. 
Now for the explicit warrant. Mr. B. aſks 
« Does not Paul, when he ſays, Let a man exa- 
mine himſelf, and ſo let him eat, enjoin a recep- 
tion of the ſacred ſupper ?” 'I'rue. ++ Does not 
the term avIpuros, there uſed, often ſtand as a 
name of our ſpecies, without regard to ſex f” 
True again. — But obſerve this, —orFTEN STAND! 
Not always. Does Mr. B. take this for an ex- 
plicit warrant? What a demonſtration | And 
how full to the point! But Mr. B. ſays it ſtands 
ſo in the text. How does he know it ? Why, 
he has two evicences of this; a lexicographer, 
2. e. a diftionary-maker, and common ſenſe. 
Common fenſe, he ſays, is the beſt of the two. 
However, I will take them together, and pro- 
cced to aſk, How do they know that the term 
evpuros ſtands in this text as a name of our ſpe- 
cies? They muſt know it either from the word 
itſelf, or from ſome other ground. That they 
cannot know it from the werd itſelf, is evident 
by this ſingle confideration, that a boy, who 
reads his Greek Teſtament, may meet with the 
word a hundred times, where the female ſex 
can by no means he intended; nay he may find 
it uſed ſeveral times, though Mr. B. could not, 
to diſtinguith the male from the female. Where 
then is its explicitneſs? He ſays it is often uſed 
as a name of our ſpecies. And is not our Eng- 
liſh word, Man,“ uſed in the fame way? Would 
Mr. B. take that to be an explicit word for a 
woman? If the word © man' be often uſed for a 
l name 
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name of our ſpecies, as well as a»Ip»mes, then 
one is juſt as explicit a word for a woman as the 
other; and ſo Mr. B. might as well have fixed 
on the Engliſh word for an explicit one, as the 
Greek. But had he done this, it would have 
ruined his book ; and he has only eſcaped under 
the covert of a Greek term. If then, it can- 
not be known from the word itſelf, that femaies 
are intended, it matters not, in what other wa 
we know it, the Baptiſt argument 1s entirely 
ruined and loſt. 

But Mr. B. in the next ſentence, urges the 
matter further, and boldly affirms, that, When 
the ſexes are diſtinguiſhed and oppoled, the word 
for a man is not a»vIpwros, but amp.” I know not 
what Mr. B. expected to prove by, this aſſertion; 
for if it were true, I ſee not how it is to hel 
him in reſpect to his explicit warrant ; but as it 
is falſe, it cannot help him in any form, except 
it be to make him more cautious in future. This 
aſſertion, if it proceeded from ignorance, 1s, in 
a reader and writer like Mr. B. far too bad; if 
it did not proceed from ignorance, it is far worſe. 
Jam willing to ſuppoſe the former, and acquit 
him of the latter. 

Againſt this afſertion of Mr. B. I will now 
place nineteen inſtances ; in every one of which 
there is a diſtinction and oppolition of the Texes, 
and the word for a man is not «mp, but arIpwrres. 
Some of theſe are in the Septuagint, and others 
in the New Teſtament. Gen. ii. 24. Therefore 
ſhall a man [a, eh] leave his father and his 
mother, and ſhall cleave unto his wife.” Gen. 
xxvi. 11. © And Abimelech charged all his peo- 
ple, ſaying, He that toucheth this man [f 
or his wife, ſhall ſurely be put to death.” Gen. 
Xxxiv. 14. ** And Simeon and Levi, the ma 
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of Dinah, ſaid, We cannot do this thing, to give 
our SISTER to one [a»%7w] that is uncircum- 
ciſed.” Deut. xx. 7. And what man [a, 
is there that hath betrothed a wife, and hath not 
taken her?” Deut. xvii. 5. Then ſhalt thou 
bring forth that man, Ip or that wo— 
MAN.” Jer. xliv. 7. Wherefore commit ye 
this great evil againſt your ſouls, to cut off from 

ou man [arvpw»] and woman, child and 
ſuckling?” For other inſtances in the Sept. ſee 
Gen. ii. 18. Lev. xix. 20. Num. xxv. 8. Deut. 
xxi. 15—22. 30. Eſther, iv. 11. 

Mat. xix. 10. His diſciples ſay unto him, If 
the caſe of the man [a, ns] be ſo with his 
WIFE, it is not good to marry.” Matt. xix. 3. 
„The Phariſees alſo came unto him, tempting 
him, and ſaying unto him, Is it lawful for a man 
[ardpqwrw] to put away his wirt for ever 
caule f”? Mark, x. 7. For this caule ſhall a man 
[ ardpwnos] leave his father and mother, and 
cleave to his we.” 1 Cor. vii. I. Now con- 
cerning the things whereof ye wrote unto me, 
it is good for a man [»%v7w] not to touch a wo- 


man. Matt. xix. 5. For this cauſe ſhall a 
man [a, leave father and mother, and 


ſhall cleave to his wife.” Rev. ix. 7, 8. And 
their faces were as the faces of men [ arwpurar | ; 
and they had hair as the hair of. women.” Eph. 
v. 31. For this cauſe ſhall a man [a % 
leave his father and mother, and ſhall be joined 
unto his wife.“ 

After I had collected ſome of thele inſtances, 
I mentioned the ſentence of Mr. B. and likewiſe 


the inſtances which lay againſt it, to a Baptiſt 


miniſter, who happened to be at my houſe. He 
then took the Greek Teſtament, and read thoſe 


places to which 1 directed him. When he had 
done 
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done this, he was greatly ſurpriſed at the 
incautiouſneſs of Mr. B. I obſerved, that, 
had Mr. B. affirmed that amp was more com- 
monly uſed to diſtinguiſh the ſexes than aner, 
he would have been right. Yes, ſaid he, 
but that would not have anſwered Mr. B.'s 
purpoſe : which indeed was very true. For he, 
having all through his book infiſted that in- 
fants ſhould not be baptized, becauſe there was 
no expreſs warrant for it, was compelled, by his 
own reaſoning, to bring forward an explicit war- 
rant for female communion. And when he 
comes to prove that there is ſuch a warrant in 
Scripture for female right to the Lord's ſupper, 
he firſt of all falls upon preſumptive proof, 
« Does not the term ee often land as a 
name of our ſpecies?” As if he had ſaid, If this 
word often tand as a name of our ſpecies, I pre- 
ſume it may ſo ſtand in this text. In the next 
place he falls upon inferential proof, and ſets a 
lexicographer and common ſenſe to infer (for 


they could do no other) that ſo it muſt mean in 


the text. And laſtly, to make it ſtill worſe, he 
falls upon an evident falſehood, when he ſays, 
that, when the ſexes are - diſtinguiſhed and op- 
poſed, the word for a man is not a, but 
np. This is all Mr. B. is pleaſed to give the 


reader, inſtead of an explicit warrant, preſump- 


tion, inference, and falſehood; and if he, or his 
readers, can fatisfy themſelves with ſuch an ex- 
plicit warrant, they have no reaſen to complain 
of a Pædobaptiſt. 

But, to ſet Mr. B. and his explicit warrant in 
a clear point of light, the reader has only to 
contemplate thoſe two fats, which have juſt 
paſſed under his eye; namely, that b is 
often uſed as a name of our ſpecies, as Mr. B. 

N affirms; 
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aſhrms; and likewiſe, that it is often uſed ts 
diſtinguiſh one ſex from the other. Now with 
theſe two facts in view, if a queſtion be ſtarted 
concerning its meaning in any text, let it be 1 Cor. 
xi. 28, the reader will ſee at once that it is no 
explicit word, becauſe he will ſtand in need of a 
third thing, to determine in what ſenſe it is uſed 
there ; whereas, if the word were explicit, no- 
thing elſe would be neceſſary to fix the ſenſe. 
Now as the facts weigh on both ſides, oFTEN 
againſt or TEN, and as the reader wants a third 
thing to ſettle the import of the word in this 
text, I aſk, What is this third thing? Lexico— 
graphers and common ſenſe, ſays Mr. B. Nay, 
no ambiguity, Sir, we are now talking of expli- 


citneſs. Why did you not ſay, analogy and in- 


ference ? Shocking! What! give up the cauſe 
at once! But what, 1 lay again, 1s this third 
thing? Is Mr. B. afraid of telling? Is it what 
you ſpeak of in the latter part of the defence, 
V1z. that women have the ſame pre-requiſites 


as men, and that male and female are one 


in Chriſt?' Very good. - Proceed. — Therefore 
go on, this will bring you ſafe to your con- 
cluſion; for it is only analogy and inference. 
Inference and analogy | and upon a poſitive in- 
ſtitute too ! I cannot bear the terms; I would 
much rather call them lexicographers and com- 
mon ſenſe; for were I to call them inference 
and analogy, it would ruin my whole book. It 
is very true, Mr. B. But aſter all, here is a third 
thing wanting to ſettle the meaning of this am- 


| biguous word. And what in the world does it 


ſignify by what name we call 1t? For whether we 
name it analogy, or inference, or lexicographer, 
or common ſenſe (which two laſt are Mr. B.'s 
names, as he could not bear the others on a * 
tive 
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tive inſtitute), it comes till to the ſame thing; 

it ſhows that this is no explicit word for females, 

and conſequently, as there is no other, this ar- 
ment is ruined. 

What I have now animadyerted upon“ is all 
Mr. B. ſays, that can even pretend to evince an 
explicit warrant. But ſince the whole of it, upon 
his principles, is as curious a defence of female 
right to the Lord's table as ever was preſented to 
the public, I will pay- him the compliment of 
ſurveying it, and taking it to pieces, in another 
place. In the mean time I do not blame Mr. 
B. for not being able to produce an explicit war- 
rant for women; it is what no man is able to 
do; but I do blame him for uſing ſuch reaſoning 
as he has done, and then paſſing it upon the pub- 
lic under the colour of explicit proof. 

It is a common opinion that Baptiſts and 
Pædobaptiſts do reaton differently on poſitive in- 
ſtitutes; that the former invariably jiuſiſt upon 
expreſs proof, while the latter admit the force 
of inferential reaſoning. It is true they profeſs 
to reaſon differently, and they actually do for e- 
times; but then it is only according to the mood 
they may be in, and the matter they have in 
hand. Let the matter of debate be a little va- 
ried, and they reaſon on poſitive inſtitutes pre- 
ciſely in the Wie way. 17 

I have taken the liberty, in time paſt, to aſk 
Pædobaptiſts why they baptized their infants ? 
One told me, that infants were circumciſed, and 
therefore ſhould now be baptized ; inferring their 
baptiſm from circumciſion., Another told me, 
that our Lord took infants into his arms, and 
bleſſed them, and ſaid they were of the king- 
dom of heaven; inferring their baptiſm from 
the language and conduct of Chriſt. At hear- 

5 C2 ing 
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ing this the Baptiſts ſmile, and think it very 
foolith realoning. | 

I have alſo taken the liberty to aſk Baptiſts, 
why they admitted women to the Lord's table ? 
One informed me, that women were partakers 
of the grace of God; inferring their right to 
communicate from their grace. Another told 
me, that women had been baptized ; and in- 
terred their right to the ſupper from their bap- 
tiſm.' A third informed me, that women did 
eat of the paſchal lamb, and from thence in- 
ferred their right to the Lord's tabie. A fourth 
told me that women were creatures of God as 
well as men; and ſo inferred their right from 
their creation. Theſe Baptiſts did all infer, and, 
as Mr. B. ſays of Pædobaptiſts, not feeling the 
ground on which they ſtood, they agreed in one 
concluſion, but did not agree in the premiſes 
from which it thould be drawn. 

It may perhaps be ſaid, that theſe perſons did 
not poſſeſs logical exactneſs; that they were not 
aware of the impropriety of demanding plain, 
expreſs, unequivocal proof; and then, flying 
directly to inference, implication, aud analogy; 
and chat too on a poſitive ordinance. I grant 
they were plain perſons, and did not ſee the in- 
conſiſtency of this conduct. Well, we will go 
to men of 1kill, to thoſe who are acquainted 
with logical precifion ; and ſee how they act in 
this buſineſs. What think you of Mr. Booth, 
as a man of erudition and logical attainment ? 
Does Mr. B., ſay you, employ inferential rea- 
ſoning on a politive inſtitute? Nothing in the 
world more certain. What! Mr. B.; he who 
has written ſo many hundred pages with a view 
to expoſe it! Yes, that identical Mr. B., to the 
reproach of all conſiſtency, does, in that very 
work, 
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Work, when ſad neceſſity compels, even deal in 
this ſame inferential reaſoning. I will not evi- 
dence this now, ſince J have promiſed to notice 
his whole defence of women in a more proper 
place. ; 

All Jam concerned to do in this place, is to 
ſhow that this argument of the Baptiſts is falſe. 
The argument is this: A perfon who has a 
right to a poſitive inſtitute, muſt be expreſsly 
mentioned as baving that right ; but infants are 
not ſo mentioned, &“ That the argument is 
falſe, appears from theſe facts: 1 

I. The Scriptures do not cquntenance it. For 
as it is not proved by any part of the word of 
God, being neither ſet down in the words, nor 
yet in the tenſe of holy writ, and therefore a 
fiction invented by men to ſupport a particular 
opinion; ſo it ſtands directly againſt God's holy 
word. And this is evident from hence; that 
though women are exprelsly ſaid to have been 
baptized, they are never ſaid to have received 
the Lord's ſupper. The Scriptures, therefore, 
in plain oppoſition to this falſe argument, leave 
us to conclude their right to the Lord's ſupper 
from their baptiſm together with other grounds, 
II. The Baptiſts themſelves do not counte- 
nance it; for: though they have written whole 
books on the ſtrength of it, they are compelled 
to deſert it, and to deſert it the moment the ſub- 
ject is varied. For when they affirm, that there 
is no expreſs law, no explicit, warrant for infant 
baptiſin—iufant baptifm is nowhere mentioned 
in Scripture ;” let any one put it upon them to 

ove the right of women to the ſupper, and. I. 
will anſwer for it he will hear no more. of ex- 
preis lav on that head. He will find that all 
this hollow found will die away, and each. wil 
FS & 3 Witt 
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ſhift for himſelf the beſt way he can, and fly for 


aid to analogy and inference. Women, ſay they, 
may be gracious. Women were baptized - WO. 


men did eat of the paſchal lamb— Women are 
creatures of God, as well as men, and there- 
fore, — Therefore what? Why therefore they 
ſhould receive the Lord's ſupper. What now is 
become of their expreſs law? It is deſerted, 
completely deſerted; nor will they adopt it 
again till infant baptiſm is reſumed. 

III. Mr. Booth himſelf does not countenance 
it ; I mean, not always. For though he has de- 
manded explicit proof for infant baptiſm, and 
has contended that if ſuch proof cannot be ad- 
duced, the baptiſm of infants muſt be wrong, 
yet, when he comes to produce an explicit 
warrant for female communion, he is content. — 
Nay, ſtop—I cannot ſay he is content—but he 
is compelled to fly to preſuming—to implica- 
tion—to analogy—to inference—to make out 
an explicit warrant! All this I engage to prove, 
and to make a proper uſe of in the ſequel. 

Finally, as this argument militates againſt 
female communion, as well as infant baptiſm, 
they mult either both be wrong, or the argu- 
ment itſelf muſt be falſe. That the argument 
is falſe, is ſufficiently ' evident, as it not only 
has no ſupport from Scripture, but lies directly 
againſt it; and from what I have obſerved, in 
many recent converſations, I do not ſuppoſe 
there is a {angle Baptiſt in the kingdom that will 
even dare to ftick to it. For after they had 
urged this argument upon me, I have turned 
the queſtion from infant baptiſm to female com- 
munien, and 1 do not recolle& one, either mi- 
niſter or private perſon, but has, in little more 
than a quarter of an hour, entirely given it up. 
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And if Mr. B. ſhould think proper to take up 


his pen once more on this ſubject, I have not a 


doubt but I ſhouid be able to compel even him, 
as well as many of his brethren, to relinquiſh. 


it as a falſe argument. 


I have been the longer on this argument, be- 
cauſe, as it is very frequently urged, ſo it con- 
tains preciſcly one half of the Baptiſt ſtrength, 


This argument, therefore, being deftroyed, juſt 


half their ſtrength 1s gone. And if any one 
fhould be inclined to cry out, 'There is no 
explicit example—there is no expreſs law for 
infant baptiſm, &c.” any perſon has it in his 
power to quiet him almoſt in an inſtant, ſhould 


he only aſk him to produce his explicit law, &c. 


for female communion. —Thus much for this 


bad argument ; and I paſs to the other. 


ARGUMENT Hl. 


The Scriptures require faith and repentance uni- 
verſally as requiſites to baptiſm ; but as infants: 
cannot have theſe, they are not proper ſubjects 
of* baptiſm. —ITnfants, ſay the Baptiſts, cannot 
believe, cannot repent ; and nane ſhould be bap- 
tized without faith, &c. | 


THE moſt expeditious way of deſtroying this 
argument, would be this. They ſay the Scrip- 
tures require faith and repentance in order to 
baptiſm. I aſk, Of whom? The anſwer muſt 
de, Of adults; for the Scriptures never require 
them of infants, in order to any thing. Then frame 
the argument thus: The Scriptures require faith 
and repentance of aDULTSs, in order to baptiſm. 
Now intants are gone, they have nothing to do 
with the argument ;—or if they muſt be brought 
in, the argument will run thus: The Scriptures 
require faith and repentance of ADULTS, = 
* | Order 
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order to baptiſm ; but as INFANTS cannot have 


theſe, they are unfit ſubjects of that ordinance. 


Now it is a glaring ſophiſm; with adults in one 
propoſition, and infants in the other. Were | only 
to leave the argument thus, it would not be poſ- 
ſible to fave it from perdition; but ſince it is 
the only remaining half of the Baptiſt liyength, 
I will examine it more at large. 

In order to judge of the real worth of an ar- 
gument, I lay down this rule: “Every argu- 
ment that will prove againit an evident truth; 
or, which is the fame thing, every argument 
which will lupport a falſehood, is clearly a bad 
argument,” This rule is ſelf-evident ; for that 


muſt needs be falſe which tends to prove a talle- 


hood. 

I will proceed by this rule, and attempt to 
ſhow, I. That this argument is entirely“ talla- 
cious, II. Point out wherein its fallacy con- 
liſts. 

I. Of the fallacy of this argument. The prin- 


ciple of it 1s, that infants are excluded from 
. baptiſm, becauſe ſomething is ſaid of baptiſm 


a A will not agree to infants. To ſee there- 


fore the tendency of this argument, whether it 


will prove on the ſide of truth or error, I will 


- try its operation on theſe four ſubjects 


1. On the circumciſion of infants.— That in- 


fants were circumciſed, is a faq. —l hat they 


were circumciſed by the expreſs. command of 


God, is a proof of right. — They were actually 


circumciſed, and it was right they ſhould be 


fo.—Theretfore that they were proper ſubjects 


of that inſtitute, is an evident truth. Now on 


this truth 1 mean to try the argument, to ſee if 
it will prove for, or againſt it. 


Circumciſion, as it was a ſolemn entering into: 


the Church of God, did fix an obligation on the 


circum- 
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circumciſed to conform to the laws and ordi- 
nances of that church. Hence that ſpeech, 
Acts. xv. 24. © Ye muſt be circumcifed, and 
keep the law: which would have been juſt, if 
circumcifion had not been aboliſhed. The 
Apoſtle ſays, Gal. v. 3. Every man who is 
circumciſed, is a debtor to do the whole law.“ 
His meaning is, if circumciſion be in force, ſo 
muſt its obligation too, And Rom. ii. 25. he 
fays, „ Circumciſion profiteth if thou keep the 
law; but, if thou be a breaker of the law, thy 
circumciſion is made uncircumciſtion. The ſum 
of this is, he that was circumciſed became a 
debtor; if he kept the law to which he was 
bound, his circumciſion would profit; but if he 
violated it, his circumciſion became a nullity. 
Now I atk, Did it agree to an infant to be- 
come a debtor? Did it agree to an infant to 
break or keep the law? Mr. Booth ſhall anſwer 
both. To the firſt he ſays, vol. ii. page 151, 
“% Infants are not capable of contracting either 
with God or man. Tliat, to ſuppoſe any ſuch 
thing, inſults the underſtanding and feelings of 
mankind. For, as Biſhop Sanderſon obferves, 
„In perional obligations no man is bound 
without his own conſent.” To the other he 
anſwers, * The minds of mere infants are not 
capable of comparing their own conduct with 
the rule of duty ; they have, properly ſpeaking, 
no conſcience at ali.” Infants therefore could 
not become debtors; they could not keep the 
law. Very well. Then it is clear, that ſome- 
thing was ſaid of circumciſion, which did by 
no means agree to infants. 
In this reſpect baptiſm and circumciſion are 
upon a level; for there is ſomething ſaid con- 
derning both, which will by no means agrec to 
uitants, 
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infants. Infants, on the one hand, can neither 
believe nor repent; and on the other hand, in- 
tants cannot become debtors, they cannot keep 
the law. And then if we ſay, as the Baptiſts do, 
that infants, ſince they cannot believe or repent, 
muſt not be baptized, becauſe faith and re- 
pentance are connected with baptiſm; we muft 
tay likewile, infants cannot become debtors, 
they cannot Keep the law; and becauſe theſe 
are connected with circumciſion, they mult not 
be circumciſed. And then it follows that this 
argument, by proving againſt a known truth, 
appears a fallacious argument. 

But it may be faid, circumciſion of infants, 
as being commanded of God, was certainly 
right. Granted. But then it follows, that this 
argument of the Baptiſts, by proving againſt 
that which was certainly right, difcovers itfelf to 
be as certainly wrong. 

2. On the baptiim of Jeſus Chriſt, The hap- 
tiſm of Chriſt is a known fact; and that he was 
a fit ſubjeQ, is an acknowledged truth, It is 
likewiſe certain, that, as he was no ſinner, he 
could have no repentance; and fince he needed 
no ſalvation from fin, he could not have the 
faith of God's elect; that is, he could not have 
that faith which the Scriptures require to bap- 
tiſm. | 

Now the tendency of this argument being to 
prove that thoſe who cannot have faith and re- 
13 are unfit ſubjects of baptiſm; and 

cripture informing us that our Lord Jeſus was 
baptized, who could have neither, the dilemma 
therefore will be this; either the baptiſm of 
Chriſt was wrong, or this argument is falſe, 
Now-as we cannot ſuppoſe the former, we muſt 
'of neceſſity affirm the latter. Becauſe that argu- 

ment 
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ment muſt be evidently falſe which oppoſes an 
*Zevident truth. 


Again, when it is ſaid in the argument, that 


the Scriptures require faith and repentance, in 
order to baptiſm; I aſk, Do they require them 


of all, or of fume only? If it be laid, they are re- 
quired of all; then, as before, noted, it proves 
againſt the baptiſm of Jeſus Chriſt. If it be ſaid, 


they require them of {ome only; then the argu- 


ment has no force: For, in that caſe, it would 
run thus Faith and repentence are required only 
of ſome, in order to baptiſm : And now the con- 
ſequent will be, that tome may be baptized with- 
out them. And nothing would remain then, but 
that it be determined, who thould be baptized 
without faith, and who with, 

View it which way we will, the argument is 
miſerably bad. The Baptiſts, however, fly to 
its relief by ſaying, * that Jeſus Chriſt, on ac- 
count of the dignity of his perſon, was exempt- 
ed from this rule.” How this will mend the 
matter I tee not; for now it is acknowledged to 
be a rule which will admit of exception. And 
then I have only to atk, how many exceptions 
does itadmit, and what are they ? Neither would 
it be better to ſay, that Chriſt was baptized, to 
ſet us an example. For then we ſhould have 
an example of one, who, being incapable of 
faith and repentance, was baptized without 
them. And in this view, it will weigh in favour 
of infant baptiſm. | 

3. On the ſalvation of infants, That infants 
may be the ſubje cts of ſalvation is univerſally ad- 
mitted ; that thoſe, who die in infancy, are ac- 
tually giorihed, is alſo granted: And yet there is 
ſomething ſaid concerning ſalvation, which will 


by no means agree to infants—* He that belie- 


veth 
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veth ſhall he ſaved; he that believeth ſhall not 
be damned.” 


This being ths caſe, we may reaſon thus; If 
infants mul! |< . becauſe ſomething is 
faid of baptiln, v11ch not agree to infants ; 


then, by the {ame re, infants muſt not be ſaved, 
becauſe ſomething is faid of falvation, which 
does not agree to intants, And then, the fame 
confequence again follows, that this argument, 
by proving againſt an acknowledged truth, proves 
itſelf to be fallacious. 

And now, fince it falls in with my preſent de- 
ſign, and may ſerve to relieve and inform the 
reader, I will preſent him with two ſpecimens of 
reaſoning on the ſame text, Mark xvi. 16; one of 
which concludes againſt infant baptiſm, and the 
other for it. The reader may adopt that which 
pleaſes him beſt. | 

The firit ſpecimen ſhall he that of Mr. B. vol. 
ii. page 309, where he adops the remark of Mr. 
Chambers: What they [the GermanBaptiſts] 
chiefly ſupported their doctrine on, was thoſe 
words of our Saviour; * He that believeth, and 
is baptized, ſhall be ſaved. As none but adults 
are*capable of believing, they argued, that no 
ethers are capable of baptiſm.”—If theſe had 

one one ſtep farther, their argument would have 
"been loſt. e. g. As none but adults are capable 
of believing, none but adults are capable of being 
ſaved. This with the Baptiſts is a favourite 
text; and they argue upon it from the order of 
the words: If, ſay they, faith goes before bap- 
tiſm, then infants muſt not be baptized, becauſe 
they have no faith. 

Ihe other is that of Dr. Walker, out of his 
Modeſt Plea, page 179. His words are theſe: 
« If none muſt be baptized but he that believes, 
becauſe 
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t becauſe believing is ſet firſt; then none muſt be 
5 ſaved but he that is baptized, becauſe baptizing is 
ſet firſt. And then, what better argument can 


, be made for infant baptiſm ? 'They muſt be bap- 

tized if we will have them ſaved; becauſe they 

| cannot be ſaved without being baptized ; for 
baptizing goes before ſaving. And yet from the 
ſame text, and by the ſame way of arguing, it 
may be proved, that no infants are ſaved, but 
thoſe that believe; becauſe believing is ſet before 
ſaving : And not only ſo, but, whereas, it is not 
ſaid, he that believeth not ſhall not be baptized; 
it is ſaid, he that believeth not ſhall be damn- 
ed.” + 

The difference between the reaſoning of theſe 
two, lies in this: Ihe Baptiſts reaſon on a part 
of the text only, and the Doctor reaſoned on the 
whole. And my deſign is to ſhew more at large 
in its proper place, how miſerably partial, falla- 
dious, and ſophiſtie the reaſoning of the Baptiſts 
Is. 

4. On the temporal ſubſiſtence of infants. As 
the reader may perceive the drift of the reaſon. 
ing, on theſe inſtances, I will uſe but few words 
on the preſent one. Now that infants ſhould 
be ſupported, not only ſcripture, but nature it- 
ſelf teaches. And yet, it we form the Baptift 
argument, on a few places of ſcripture, it may 
be proved, in oppoſition to nature and ſcripture 
doth, that infants ſhould aQually be left to 
ſtarve. | 

We have nothing to do but to mention the 
texts, and apply their reaſoning to them. Iſaiah, 
i. 19. If ye be willing and obedient, ye ſhall 
sat the good of the land.” 2 Theſſ. iii. 10. « If 
any would not work, neither ſhould he eat.” 
Take the firſt, and ſay with the Baptiſt in an- 

| D other 
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other caſe: willingneſs and obedience are re- 
quired of thoſe who are to eat the good of the 
land ; but fince infants can neither will nor obey, 
they muſt not cat the good of the land. In the 
lame way let the other be taken: He that will 
not work, neither {ſhall he eat; infants cannot 
will to work, then infants muſt not eat. 

This argument, in whatever way it is viewed, 
proves againſt the truth. Is it a truth, that in- 
fants ſhould ſubſiſt? "T'his argument proves againſt 
it. Is it a truth, that infants may be ſaved? This 
argument will prove the contrary. Was Chriſt 
rightly baptized According to this argument it 
eould not be. Were infants proper ſubjects of 
circumciſion ? This argument will prove they 
were not. — Then, it it invariably ſupport a falſe- 
hood, we are compelled to ſay it is a falſe argu- 
ment. 

II. Iwill point out wherein this fallacy conſiſts. 
As this argument, notwithſtanding it is falſe, is 
uſed by the Baptiſts in general, both learned and 
unlearned, I will attempt to lay open its fallacy; 
and thereby put thoſe perſons upon their guard, 
who may be in danger of being ſeduced by it. 
The judicious reader may have obferved, that I 
ſlightly hinted, at the outſet, wherein its fault 
conſiſted ; but to make it yet more evident what 
that fault is, of which it is guilty, I will take the 
liberty of ſaying a few words more. | 

That particular rule, againſt which this argu- 
ment offends, is this: Non debet plus eſſe in con- 
cluisſione quam erat in premiſſis. Iiatis manifeſta 

eft, quia conclisſig educenda ejt ex premiffis.” That 
is, There ſhould not be more in the conclu- 
ſion than was in the premiſes. The reaſon is 
plain, becauſe the concluſion is to be drawn from 
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the premiſes.” We will try to make this plain, 
by examples both of true and falſe reaſoning. 

1. In the Baptiſt way of reafoning.— When 
the ſcriptures fay, © Repent and be baptized ;”? 
and, „If thou believeſt thou mayeſt,” &c. they 
addreſs only finful adults; and then, an argu- 
ment formed upon them ſhould reach no farther 
than adults of the ſame deſcription. But the 
Baptiſts form their fallacious argument on theſe 
pailages, by bringing infants into the concluſion, 
who, as they are not addreſſed, are not at all con- 
cerned in the premiſes. This will appear plain 
by three inſtances on the Baptiſt plan. 

The Baptiſt argument runs thus: The ſcrip- 
tures require faith and repentance in order to 
baptiſm ; but infants have not faith and repent- 
ance; therefore, they are not to be baptized. 
Now as the ſcriptures require faith and repent- 
ance only of adults, we muſt place that word in 


the argument, and then it will ſtand it this form? 


The ſcriptures require faith and repentance of 
ADULTS in order to baptiſm ; but inFanTs 


cannot have theſe : Therefore infants are not 


fit ſubjects of baptiſm. In the ſame way, the 
Scriptures require faith and repentance of adults 


in order to ſalvation; but infants cannot have 


thele: Therefore infants cannot be ſaved. 
Again, He [an adult] who will not work, neither 
ſhoutd he eat; but an infant cannot will to work, 


therefore, an infant ſhould not eat. — The reader 


may percelve, that by placing the word adults 
in one propotition, and infants in the other 
(which makes it a ſophiſm), there are three 
things proved in the ſame way, viz. That infants 
cannot be faved—that infants ſhould not eat— 


that infants ſhould not be baptized. And fo, for. 


the ſame reaſon, that an infant cannot be ſaved, 
D 2 that 
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that an infant ſhould not eat; it will follow, that 
an infant ſhould not be baptized. For all theſe 
are equally true, and ſupported by the fame rea- 
Toning. And it is in the ſame way, that this 
argument proves againſt the baptiſm of Chriſt, 
and the circumcifion of infants. We will now 
view theſe three inſtances. 

2. In the Pædobaptiſt way of reaſoning. We 
will place the fame word in each propoſition ;— 
The Scriptures require faith and repentance of 
adults in order to baptiſm ; but ſome adults have 
no faith, no repentance; therefore ſome adults 
are not to be baptized. Again, the Scriptures 
require faith and repentance of adults in order to 
ſalvation ; but ſome adults do not believe nor re- 
pent ; therefore fome adults will not be ſaved. 
Once more—He fan adult] who will not work, 
neither ſhould he eat; but ſome adult will nut 
work; therefore ſome adult ſhould not eat. Now 
by placing the word adult in each propoſition, 
without which it would be a ſophiſtical argument, 
the reader may ſee, that as infants can have no 
place in either, there is nothing to forbid their 
ſupport, their ſalvation, or their baptiſm. They 
only prove, that an idle adult will not be ſup- 
ported; that an impenitent adult ſhould not be 
javed ; and, that he has no right at all to bap- 
tiſm. 

Once more. As I have nothing in view, ſo 
much as truth, I have a great defire to make this 
matter plain to the meaneſt capacity. : 

The reader, therefore, is defired to obſerve, 
that the defign of this argument 1s to conclude 
againſt the baptiſm af infants. Then, as infants 
are to be in the concluſion, they muſt alſo be in 
the premiſes; for the rule ſays, there ſhould 


not be agre in the concluſion than was in the 
| premiſes ; 
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premiſes; becauſe the concluſion is bo be drawn 
trom the premues. 


Now to make the argument of the Baptiſts 


conſiſtent with itſelf, we mutt place farts in 
the premiſes as well as in the concluſion ; and 
then the argumeat will ſtand thus: 'The Scrip- 
tures require faith and repentance of int, in 
order to baptiſm; but mfants have not faith, 
&c.; therefore infants are not to be baptized. 
The reader may diſcern an agreement, in the 
parts of the argument, with each other; it has 
infants in the premiſes as well as in the con- 
cluſion. But, then, the fallacy of it is more 
ſtrikingly evident than before: For the error, 
which before crept into the middle, does here 
ſtand in front, viz. the Scriptures. require faith 
and repentance of infants 1n order to baptiſm, 


which is not true; for infants are never re- 


quired to repent or believe in order either to 


baptiſm or lalvation. Whereas before, when it 


was ſaid, the Scriptures require faith and re- 
entance of adults in order to baptiſm; but 


infants have not faith, &c. the error confiſted in 
putting in the word i,, who have no con- 


cern at all in the requirement. 


By placing one thing in the premiſes, and 


another in the concluſion, which is done. by the 


Baptiſts, in this argument, we may be able to 


evince any abſurdity, however glaring, This 
being the manner of the Baptiſt argument, no- 
thing more is neceſſary to take. off its force 
againit infants, but to make the premiſes and 
concluſion. to correſpond with each other. That 
is, while it continues to be a ſophiſin, it proves 


againſt infants ;. but it ceaſes to prove againſt 


them, as ſoon as it is made a good argument. 
e. g, Faith and repentance are required of adus 
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in order to baptiſm; but i»fents have not theſe : 
Therefore infants are not to be baptized. This 
is nothing more than a pure ſophiſm, and, as 
ſuch, it concludes againſt infants; but all its force 
againſt infants is ſet aſide by making it good, 
vis. Faith and repentance are required in adults 
in order to baptiſm; but ſome adults have not 
faith and repentance : Therefore ſome adults are 
not to be baptized. The reader may ſee, that 
now it is a fair argument, all its force againſt 
infants is gone. 

Having ſaid thus much on the fallacy of this 
argument, 1 ſhall only add one ſpecimen of its 
mode of operation ; in which it will conclude 
two contrary ways, on one nes of Scripture, 
Rom ji. 25. For circumciſion verily profiteth, 
if thou keep the law; but if thou be a breaker 
of the law, thy circumciſion is made uncir- 
cumciſion.“ | 

Now the Baptift argument, on the firſt mem- 
ber of this text, will operate thus: Cireumciſion 
verily profiteth, if thou keep the law; but in- 
fants could not keep the law: Therefore their 
circumciſion muſt be unprofitable, that is, as 
no circumcihon, a mere nullity. But if we form 
the ſame argument on the other member, it 
will be no nullity, for thus it will run: If 
thou be a breaker of the law, thy circumciſion 
is made uncircumciſion: But infants could not 
break the law; therefore their circumcifion could 
not be made uncircumcifion, i. e. a nullity. 
Such is this Baptift argument, that it will prove 
infant cixcumcifion to be ſomething, or nothing, 
according to that part of the text on which it 18 
formed; and it is therefore evidently no more 
than a ſophiſm. 

Theſe two arguments being taken away, a 


Baptiſt 
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Baptiſt has nothing left to place againſt nfant 
baptiſm. I have not met with a ſingle perſon, 
who, when deſired to produce the ſtrongeſt ar- 
guments againſt infants, could advance any thing 
more than what is contained in theſe two. While 
I thought it right to oppoſe the baptiſm of in- 
fants, I made uſe of them againſt it; but when. 
they appeared, as they really are, very erroneous 
and bad, I gave them up; and from that time 
have never been able to preach a baptizing ſer+ 
mon. I ſaw that the whole ſtrength of a Baptiſt 
was gone. 

Having now finiſhed what I intended on the 
arguments, on one fide, I proceed to thoſe on. 
the other. Tam. well perſuaded, that the Scrip- 
tures cannot favour.- both ſides, and had the 
arguments againſt infant baptiſm been good, I 
am convinced that nothing in the word of God 
would have given it any countenance. But fince 
the truth muſt be either for or againſt the baptiſm. 


. of infants, and the arguments againit being 


futile, it is certain the truth muſt lie on the 
other ſide. 


——— — 


CHAPTER. II. 


gONTAINING ARGUMENTS ON THE SIDE OF 
INFANT BAPTISM.. 


'S I am now.to advance proof in favour of 
£4 A. infant baptiſm, the fimple method I mean. 
to adopt will be the following. In the firſt place, 
it is a fact acknowledged by the Baptiſts. them- 
ſelves, that infants were at an early period 
conſtituted members of the church of God. In 
the next place, I ſhall produce proof, . that they 
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have a right to be ſo now; and that the conſtitu- 
tion of God by which they were made members, 
has not been altered to this day. In the laſt 
place, I fhall lay down this dilemma, which 
will conclude the whole buſineſs, namely: As 
infants by a divine and unaltered conſtitution 
have a right to be received as church members, 
they mult be received either with baptiſm or 
without it. If they are not to be received with- 
out baptiſm, then, the conſequent is, that they 
muſt be baptized, becauſe they muſt be re- 
ceived. —I now requeſt the reader's attention to 
each of theſe in their order. 


ARGUMENT TI. 


God has conſtituted in his Church the memberſhip 
of infants, and admitted them to it by a relt- 
gious rite. | 


In this argument it is proper to take notice of 
two parts. 

I. 'UVhe church-memberſhip of infants. —-A 
church is a ſociety that ſtands in ſpecial relation 
to God, being inſtituted for religious purpoſes. 
When the perſons compoſing this ſociety appear 
openly in ſuch relation to God, it is called a vi- 
ſible church; and of tuch a one I now ſpeak. — 
The relation between God and this ſociety is 
formed by God himſelf, by declaring he is, and 
will be their God, This declaration of God 
which conſtituted that relation, which indeed did 
exiſt from the beginning, had an equal regard 
to adults and infants; ** I will be a God unto 
thee, and to thy ſeed: after thee.” And hence 
both young and old, wiio had been duly entered, 
were conſidered as children of the covenant and 
the kingdom, that is, of the church, The 1 
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of circumcifion being performed, the circum- 
ciſed was preſented to the Lord ; which is a mode 
of — to ſignify a public entering into 
church fellowſhip. | 

The caſe as now ſtated, is, I ſuppoſe,” com- 
monly admitted. It is granted by Baptiſts, who 
are the moſt likely of any to deny it, that in- 
fants were members of the Jewiſh church. 
Mr. Booth grants it, vol. ii. 224. So does Mr. 
Keach, Gold refined, page 113, © That children 
were admitted members of the Jewiſh church 
is granted.“ And indeed it is not poſſible ta 
deny this, without denying that adults themſelves 
were members, which would be the ſame as 
denying that God had a church in the world. In- 
fants, therefore, were conſtituted by God himſelf, 
members of his own viſible church. 

II. Infants, in order to viſible memberſhip, 
were the ſubjects of a religious rite. That cir- 
cumcifion was a religious rite, is as eaſily proved, 
as that baptiſm and the Lord's ſupper are ſuch, 
Mr. Booth, in this caſe, is in a ſtrait betwixt 
two; he is not willing flatly to deny it, nor yet 
can he prevail on himſelf to acknowledge it. He 
is very tender upon the ſubjeR, as if he ſaw ſome 
formidable ms lurking beneath it. See 


what he ſays, vol. ii. 250. © Baptiſm is an ap- 


pointment 2 religious, and intended for pur- 
iritual : But circumciſion, be- 
ides the ſoirltual inſtruction ſuggeſted by it, was 
a gn of carnal deſcent, a mark of national diſ- 
tinction, and a token of intereſt in thoſe tem 
ral bleſſings that were promiſed to Abraham.” 
This is Mr. B's account. But whether he had it 
out of the Talmud or Koran, or forged it himſelf, 
I will not pretend to know: let the reader judge 
for himſelf, | 
But 


34 


ARGUMENTS ON THE SIDE OF 


But was it not, after all, a truly religious inſti- 
tute? Mr. B. is not willing to deny this altoge- 
ther. He ſeems to grant, at leaſt by implica- 
tion, that it was half a religious rite. “ Bap- 
tiſm,” ſays he, „is an appointment purely re- 
ee for purpoſes entirely ſpiritual.” By his 
uſing the words purely and entirely as applied to 
baptiim, and then comparing it to circumciſton, 
he ſeems to admit that circumcifion was partly 
a religious rite. All he will grant in plain terms, 
concerning the religious nature of this inſtitute, 
is, that it ſuggeſted ſpiritual inſtruction;“ 
which is not peculiar to any rite either Jewiſh or 
Chriſtian. 1 am ſorry to fee a man, of Mr. B.'s 
ability, trifle after this fort. He certainly knew 
not what to make of it; he ſaw fomething in its 
aſpect dreadfully formidable to his ſyſtem, and 
was afraid of its appearing, in that form, in 
whici it is ſet forth in the word of God. Theſe 
ſtrokes in Mr. B.'s book, and ſich as theſe, 
which I intend to notice, convince me more 
than any thing I have ever read, of the fallacy 
of the Baptiſts' ſcheme. | 

Leaving Mr. B.'s diſtorted: account of this or- 
dinance, we will view it as repreſented in the 
word of God. To fee, then, whether it is a re- 
ligious rite, we have only to view eit, in its vari- 
ous relations to religion; and circumcifion thus. 
viewed will appear to have been of that deicrip- 
tion, as truly as baptiſm, or the Lord's ſupper. 
Let it be conſidered in its inſtitution in its ap- 
plication in its obligation —and connexion with 
religious things. | 
1. In its inſtitution. In this view of it, it was 
a token of God's covenant made with Abraham, 
in which he promiſed to be a God unto him, and 
his ſeed after him. And then, as an appendage. 
be promiſed to give him and his ſced the land of 
Canaan 
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Canaan for his temporal ſubſiſtence. For earth- 
ly things are appendages to the covenant of 
grace, they are things added, as our Lord ex- 
preſſes it, to help a ſaint through thus world. 

2. We may view it farther, in its application, 
under the threefold notion of a token, a fign, and 
a ſeal. As a token it is a ratitication of God's 
grant in covenant, to be a God to Abraham and 
his ſeed. As a ſign, it denotes the grace of God 
on the heart, whereby it 1s enabled to love God, 
to worſhip him, and to have no confidence in the 
fleſh. Deut. xxx. 6. Rom. ii. 28, 29. Phil. iii. 
3. And therefore called a fign of circumciſion, 
z. e. of the circumciſion of the heart. As a ſeal 
it applies to the righteouſneſs of faith, z. e. the 
righteouſneſs of Chriſt by which men are juſti- 
fied. | 

3. We may conſider it, in its connexion. And 
this is, with the Scriptures, Rom. iii. 2. To 
them were committed the oracles of God.” 
With the promiles [Rom. xv. 8.] “ Now | ſay 
—that Jeſus Chriſt was a miniſter of the circum- 
ciſion for the truth of God, to confirm the pro- 
miſes made unto the fathers.” With baptiſm, 
Col. ii. 11, 12, wherein theſe two are ſpoken of 
as ſtanding on a level with each other, as being 
each of them of the ſame religious kind. 

If we view it in its obligation, we may ob- 
ſerve, that as it was an entering into the viſible 
church of God, ſo it bound the perſon, who re- 
ceived it, to a conformity to all other inſtitutes, 
Gal. iii. 3. Without this conformity it profited 
nothing, for where this was wanting, it was 
deemed a nullity. That rite therefore which 


obliges to a conformity to religion muſt be a re- 
ligious rite. 


. When 
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When, therefore, we conſider this inſtitute, in 
its ule and application, under all theſe views, 
there can be no doubt of its being a religious in- 
ſtitute; becauſe its whole uſe and application 

are ſo. And as nothing more can be ſaid to 

rove the religious nature of baptiſm and the 
Lord's ſupper; a man might as well deny theſe 
to be religious ordinances, as the other. And 
hence it is, that Mr. B.'s conduct is the more 
to be admired, who, notwithſtanding he muſt 
have ſeen all this in Scripture, transforms it into 
a mere ſecular, political rite. And this is done 
to deſtroy all analogy between it and haptiſm, 
for fear that analogy ſhould prove the deſtruction 
of his ſcheme. 

Mr. B. in his preface ſays, non tali auxilio, nec 
deſenſoribus iſtis. This is to intimate to the 
reader, that a good cauſe does not need a bad 
defence. Now, if we are to form a judgment of 
the cauſe he has undertaken to ſupport, from the 
means he makes ule of, to ſupport it, we cannot 
ſuppoſe it any other than a very bad one. I queſ- 
tion if the moſt carnal Jew, that ever ſat in the 
region of darkneſs, and ſhadow of death, could 
have given a more frigid, degrading account of 
an inſtitution of God than he has done. Accord- 
ing to him, it was a fign of carnal deſcent—a 
mark of national diſtinftion—a token of intereſt 
in temporal bleſſings—it had a political aſpect 
it was performed with political views—and (not 
knowing very well what to do with it, he intro- 
duces a learned word, and fays) it was adapted 
to an eccleſiaſtico- political conſtitution, Thus 
he. But one thing he forgot—he has not given 
all this the ſanction of the ſacred text. Indeed, 
if it agree to any thing in the Bible, it agrees beft 
of all to the circumciſion of thoſe poor Sheche- 

mites, 
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mites, who were firſt deceived, and then deſtroy- 
ed by the ſons of Jacob. Gen. xxxiv. 

Theſe two parts being evinced ; namely, 1. The 
church memberſhip of infan's ; and, 2. their ad- 
miſſion to it, by a religious rite ; the whole pro- 
poſition which I undertake to maintain, and to 
lay as a ground-work, from which to conclude 
the baptiſm of infants, is this; God has conſtitut- 
ed in his church the memberſhip of infants, and 
has admitted them to it by a religious rite, 


ARGUMENT II. 


The church-member/hip of infants was never ſet 
aide by God or man; but continues in force, 


under the ſanqtion of Gd, to the preſent day. 


THe force of this and the preceeding argu- 
ment, taken together, may be comprehended by 
any man of common reatoning powers. Every 
one knows, that what was once done, and never 
undone, muſt of courſe remain the ſame : And, 
that what was once granted, and never revoked, 
mult needs continue as a grant. There can be 
no fallacy in all this. —Theſe arguments, there» 
fore, being fairly maintained, will carry us for- 
ward to a dilemma ; and that dilemma will bring 
us home to the concluſion, 

In good theory, the proof of this argument 
ſhould not lie on a pædobaptiſt. For if I affirm, 
and prove, that God did ſettle a certain plan re- 
ſpecting church- members, and another ſhould 
come and athrm that that plan was now altered; 
it ſhould lie on him to produce his proof that 
ſucli an alteration has taken place. However, 
1 will wave this privilege, which I might juſtly 
claim, and proceed to evince the poſition 1 have 
laid down. | 

. There 
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There was only one point of time, in which it 
is even ſuppoſed the church-memberſhip of in- 
fants was fet aſide ; and that was, when the Gen- 
tiles were taken into a viſible church ſtate. 
In that period ſeveral inſtitutions did ceaſe, and 
ſome new ones were ordained. Our only queſ- 
tion is, whether the church-memberſhip of in- 
tants did ceaſe at the ſaine time. It is evident 
that the mere change or ceſſation of inſtitutes 
could work no change upon memberſhip, any 


more than a man's having his clothes changed 


can produce a change upon the man. All inſti— 
tutes, whether typical or ratifying, that is, all in- 
ſtitutes of every kind, are to be conſidered, in 
reſpect to church members, as means of grace, 
and nourithments for faith, reſpecting Chriſt the 
mediator, and the unſearchable riches of Chriſt; 
and then a change taking place in thete things, 
will, in i ſelf, produce no more alteration, in the 
members of the chucrh, than a change in a man's 


diet will deſtroy the identity of the man. 


i am now ta prove that the church-member- 
ſhip of iafants, which having been ordained of 
God, was never annulled ; but carried forward 
into the Gentile church; and ſo conſequently is 
in force at the preſent time. And this Iſhall pro- 
ceed to do, f:om a few ſcripture views of God's 
diſpenſation towards the Gemiles. 

I. Mat. xx!. 43. Therefore ſay I unto you, 
the kingdom of God ſhall be taken from you, 
and given to a nation bringing forth the fruits 
thereof.” 

The plain meaning of this paſſage is, that as, 
in times nat, the Church of God, which is his 
kingdom, was limited to Judea ; fo, in future, he 
would have 2 church in the Gentile world. The 
| taking 
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taking of the kingdom from the Jews, and giving 
it to the Gentiles, denotes, 

1. The ceafing of a regular church ſtate among 
the Jews. And this actually took place, by the 
deſtruction of ſome, and the diſperſion of others, 
who did not receive the Lord Jeſus Chriſt as ſent 
of God; while thoſe who did receive him, were 
at length removed from Judea, and by degrees 
loſt the name of Jew, in that of Chriſtian. Rom. 
xi. 12. 

2. The ſetting up a regular church ſtate among 
the Gentiles. This, as the ceffation of the 
church among the Jews, was gradually brought 
about. For the Gentiles who came over to Chriſt, 
joining themſelves to the Jewiſh church, became 
in time the larger part. So that by the increaſe 
of the Gentiles, and the breaking off of the 
worthleſs branches among the Jews, nothing re- 
mained but an entire Gentye church. | 

3. 'The ſameneſs of the church ſtate, among 
the Gentiles, with that among the Jews. For 
taking away and giving cannot import a change 
in the thing taken and-given ; but a transfer, the 
2 of a thing from one to the other. The 

ingdom given to the Gentiles was the ſame that 
was taken from the Jews : For all that was taken 
from the Jews was given to the Gentiles. Now, 
if we would know what was to be the church 
ſtate among the Gentiles, we have only to learn 
what it had been among the Jews: For in both 
cales the church ſtate was the ſame. And then, 
as it has before been proved, and admitted by 
the Baptiſts, that the church ſtate among the 
Jews conſiſted in the memberſhip of adults and 
intants, the church ſtate among the Gentiles 
muſt conſiſt of adults and infants too: Becauſe 
the ſame that was taken from the Jews was 


E2 given 


* 4 
v $5 2 
N „ 


40 ARGUMENTS ON THE: SIDE O 


given to the Gentiles, And ſo it appears from 
God's diſpenſation to the Gentiles, that the 
church-memberthip of infants was not ſet afide. 

II. Rom. xi. 23, 24. And they allo, if they 
abide not {till in unbelief, ſhall be grafted in 
again: For God is able to graft them in again, 
For if thou wert cut out of the olive-tree, which 
is wild by nature, and wert grafted contrary to 
nature into a good oliye-tree ; how much more 
ſhall thefe which be the natural branches, be 
grafted into their own olive-tree ?”? 

1. The olive-tree is to denote a vifible church 
ſtate. 2. Ihe Jews are ſaid to be natural branch- 
es becauſe they deſcended from Abraham, to 
whom the promiſe was made, „I will be a God 
unto thee and to thy feed.” 3. The Gentiles 
were brought into the ſame church ſtate, from 
which the Jews were broken off. 4. The Apoſ- 
tle ſuggeſteth, that the Jews will again be graft- 
ed into their own olive-tree. From whence, 
with a view to my purpole, I would notice, 

1. The future ſtate of the Jews, who, he ſays, 
if they abide not in unbelief, ſhall be grafted in 
again, Grafting in again is the bringing of a 
perſon or thing in the ſame condition in which 
it was before. So the grafting in again of the 

ews, is putting them into the ſame church ſtate, 
in which they were before they were broken off. 
What was their church ſtate before they were 
broken off? I anſwer, that it conſiſted of the 
memberſhip of adults and infants. Why then, 
if it before conſiſted of adults and infants, it will 
again conſiſt of the ſame : Becauſe grafting in 
again is the placing of perſons fo grafted, in their 
former ſtate. And that is in fact the ſame ſtate, 
in which they would have continued, if they had 
never been broken off, Ihat is, if it had not 
been 
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been for their unbelief (for which they were cut 
off), they would have continued, both they and 
their infants, as members of the church of God. 
So when it ſhall pleaſe God to give them faith, 
they will be reinſtated, i. c. they and their in- 
fants will be members of the church of God again. 

In compliance with this idea, I will juft turn 
aſide to obſerve, that, it is natural for one error 
to lcad on to another ; and that this 1s not more 
evident in any, than it is in the Baptilis. I hey 
grant that infants were members of the Jewith 
church; and this from them is a very conſider— 


able conceſſion. But a conceilion like this, 


leads to a conſequence horribly alarming to their 
ſyſtem. For if infants were once members of 
the church of God; then it is evicent, they were 
capable of ſuch memberthip ; and then the queſ- 
tion will be, when did they ceaie to be mem- 

bers? and why are they not ſo now? 
To remove this difficulty, the Baptiſts have 
recourſe to this expedient.” For as they cannot 
ſhow from any place of Scripture, that infants 
are expreſsly {et aſide from church-memberthip ; 
they fall to degrading the Jewiih church, its 
memberthip and inſtitutions: And when they 
have done, there is hardly any church or inftitu- 
tion left. What was the Jewiſh church? Mr. 
Booth, vol. ii. 252. It was an eccleſiaſtico- 
political conſtitution.” What was the member- 
hip of it? Mr. B. page 251. An obedient 
ſubject of their civil government, and a complete 
member of their church ſtate, were the fame 
thing.” What was the church-infltitute * Mr. B. 
page 250, &c. * It was a ſign of a carnal deicent, 
a mark of national diitinQtion, it had a poli- 
tical aſpect, and was performed with political 
views.” I with I hada good caſuiſt at wy elbow, 
E 3 to 
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to explain what kind of church this could he. 
For had I] been Mr. B. I would, to fave trouble, 
have fairly denied that it was any church at all. 
And to fay the truth of him, he has fairly done 
all this. 

Now, it is a deſparate cauſe, that leads a man 
to fall upon the very church of God. But this 
is done to ſhow, that there 1s ſo great a difference 
between the church that now is, and that which 
once was (or rather never was), that though in- 
fants were members of the one, they have no 
right to be members of the other. 

'Uhis is one ſhift to ward off the conſequence 
I have mentioned. But now we want another 
to eſcape the conſequence that is yet to come. 
„And they, if they abide not ſtill in unbelief, 
ſhall be gratted in again.” Grafting in again is 
the bringing of perſons or things into their former 
condition. Now, if the former Jewiſh church 
ſtate was all political, as Mr. B. will have it; 
then the conſequent will be, that when the 
Jews ſhall confeis the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and be- 
Heve with their heart, that God raiſed bim from 
the dead, &c. and ſhall in coniequence be rein- 
grafted into their -,n olive-tree; they will be 
all political again! A mere ecclefiaſtico-pohtical 
conſtitution ! wherein an obedient ſubject of ci- 
vil government, and a complete member of a 
church, will be the ſame thing !—Whata church! 
rather, what a ſyſtem is that of the Baptiſts! 

But I return from this digreſſion to notice. 

2. The preſent {tate of the Gentiles. It ap- 
pears from the text that the church ſtate is the 
lame to the Gentiles, as it had been to the Jews, 
and as it will be to the Jews, in ſome future 
period, when it ſhall pleaſe God to graft them 
in again. And the reaſon of this is, 1 
Ca 
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each in their turn belong to the ſame olive- tree, 
i. e. the viſible church ſtate. And therefore, as 
infants made a part of the church before the 
Jews were cut off, and will again make a part, 
when they ſhall be reingrafted; they muſt like- 
wiſe make a part among the Gentiles : Be- 
cauſe the ſame olive-tree, z. e. church-ſtate, muſt 
confer the ſame privilege on all who ſhall be 
in it. 

This truth will receive additional confirmation, 


if we confider, that ſince intants were once mem- 


bers among the Jews; and when their reingraft- 
ing ſhall take place, will be ſo again; fo, if 
among the Gentiles they are deemed improper 
tubjects of memberthip, and, in conſequence of 
that, are univerſally rejected, two things will fol- 
low ; 1. There will be, in the mean time, a very 
unhandſome ſchiſm in the ecclefiaſtical chain. 
For though infants were found metnbers in the 
firſt ages of the church, and will be ſo in the laſt, 
there will be none to fill up the middle. And, 2. 
there will alſo be, in future time, a very unplea- 
fant diſcordancy. For when the Jews ſhall be 
grafted in again, they will adopt their old prac- 
tice of receiving infants to memberthip ; while 
the Gentiles denying they have any ſuch right, 
will perfiſt in ſhutting them out 

III. Rom. xi. 17. And if ſome of the branch- 
es be broken off, and thou, being a wild olive- 
tree, wert grafted in among them, and with them 
partakeſt of the root and fatneſs of the olive- 
tree; boaſt not thyſelf againſt the branches.” 

1. The olive-tree, as before noted, is the viſi- 
ble church ſtate. 2. 'The branches are members 
of the viſible church. 3. Some of theſe were 
broken off, and ſome remained. 4. Ihe Gen- 
tiles who were called of God, were united to this 
| h remnant, 


tee os +» „n hed 1 
ie p We TI " . 


44 ARGUMENTS ON THE SIDE OF 


remnant, for they were grafted in among them. 
From this paſſage, I draw thele three conclu- 
ſions: 

1. That there was no diſcontinuance of the 
ancient church ſtate; in its eſſence, it remained 
the ſame as it had always been. That this is a 
true concluſion appears from heace; the text in- 
forms us that ſome of the branches were broken 
off; and if only ſome, then net all; and that 
remnant, continuing in their former ſtate, con- 
ſtituted the ſtill exifting church of God. And 
then it follows, that as the church tate continued 
as before, the memberſhip of infants muſt like- 
wiſe continue: Becauſe the memberſhip of in- 
fants was a part of that church tate. This is the 
firſt concluſion, viz. that the ancient church ſtate 
was not diſſylved when the Gentiles were called 
in. And hence it follows: 

'Fhat the bringing in of the Gentiles did 
not conſtitute a new church. "Fhis paſſage in- 
forms us, that when the Gentiles were called in, 
they became mender of the church already 
conſtituted; „hey were grafted in among 
them,” and * 83 one body, one fold; that 
« with them they might partake of the root and 
fatneſs of the olive-tree.” 

As the Gentiles, therefore, were added to the 
ancient church, or, as the text has it, „were 
grafted in among them, and with them did par- 
take of the root and fatneſs of the olive-tree ; 
then it is evident, that the ancient church con- 
tinued to exiſt, and no new one was formed at 
the calling in of the Gentiles. And then I con- 
clude, | 

3. That infants were in a ſtate of memberſhip, 
in that very church to which the Gentiles were 


joined. And this muſt certainly be true; becauſe 
they 
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they were grafted into that church, of which in- 
fants are, by the Baptiſts themſelves, granted to 
have been members. And then, it is plain that 
infants made a part of that church, called by 
ſome the Goſpel Church, the pure church of 
primitive apoſtolic times. This concluſion muſt 
needs be admitted, unleſs any one will affirm, 
that the ancient church ſtate was entirely diſſolv- 
ed; or elſe, that the Gentiles were not united 
to this ancient church. And to affirm either of 
theſe, will be to aflirm againſt the word of God 
in general, and this text in particular. And herein 
the cauſe of the Baptiſts is ruined both ways; 
for if they maintain, that the old church was 
diſſolved, and the Gentiles formed into a new one, 
their cauſe is ruined, by maintaining againſt the 
word of God. But if they grant that the Jewiſh 
church continued, and that the Gentiles were 
grafted in among them, which is the real truth ; 
then their cauſe is ruined that way. For then, 
as infants were in church-fellowſhip, in what is 
called the primitive apoſtolic church, it follows, 
that thoſe ſocieties, who admit infants to fellow- 
ſhip, act agreeable to the apoſtolic pattern; and 
conſequently all thoſe ſocieties, who refuſe to 
admit them, are in an error. 


IV. Eph. ii. 14. For he is our peace, who 


hath made both one, and hath broken down the 
middle wall of partition between us.” 

1. The terms [both and us] in this place, 
mean Jews and Gentiles. 2. A partition 1s that 
which ſeparates one ſociety or family from an- 
other. 3. It is ſaid to have been broken down, 
by Jeſus Chriſt, who is called our peace, becauſe 
he made peace, by the blood of his croſs. 4. The 
breaking down of a partition-wall brings the 
two ſocieties, or families, into one, —From this 

paſſage, 
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paſſage, the very fame concluſions muſt be 
drawn, as from the preceding : 

1. That the jewiſh church continued as before 
and was not diffolved at the calling in of the 
Gentiles; and the reaſon is, the taking down of 
a partition implies no diſſolution of any ſociety. 

2, That the Gentiles were not formed into a 
new church: Becauſe the breaking down of a 
partition united them to the Jewiſh church, and 
«© made both one.” 

3, That infants were in actual memberſhip, in 
that church to which the Gentiles were united: 
Becaule adults and infants being in fellow{hip 
among the Jews, the removal of the partition 
brought adults and infants into union with the 
Gentiles. - And then, the point is clearly gained, 
namely, that infants hold the fame place among 
the Gentiles as they held before among the 

ews. 8 
: I again affirm, that the point is evidently car- 
ried, unleſs one of theſe three things can be 
maintained : 1. 'That God excluded infants be- 
fore the partition was taken down ; or, 2. at the 
time it was taken down; or, 3. at ſome time 
after. For if one or other of theſe cannot be 
ſupported, then infants retain their right to 
church-memberſhip to this day,—Can any one 
maintain the firſt; that God excluded infants 
before the partition-wall was broken down !— 
Upon what period will he fix? — And by what 
{ſcripture will he ſupport it.— Will any one 
affirm the third; that God excluded them after 
the partition was taken down? I ſuppole not. 
For that would be granting that the Gentiles 
continued ſome time, i. e. till the excluſion 
took place, in fellowſhip with that church 
in which infants were members. And then, I 
might aik again, at what time did the N 
take 
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take place? And where is it recorded in the word 
of God? — But | ſuppoſe, that he who contends 
for ſuch an excluhon, will affirm the ſecond ; 
that infants were excluded at the time the par- 
tition-wall was broken down. It ſo, I atk, who 
did exclude them? And how was it done? It 
could not be done by the mere taking down of 
the partition ; for the taking down of that unites 
thoſe who before were ſeparate, but dues not 
exclude any. 

But if they were excluded, it muſt be done 
either exprelsly or implicitly. The firſt is not 
true; for there is no expreſs excluſion of infants 
in all the Scriptures. And the ſecond will not 
do for a Baptiſt ; for, as he will not admit impli- 
cit proof on the fide of infants, ſo neither can he 
urge it againſt them.-—But let him take the ad- 
vantage of implication ; and fay, that infants 
are excluded from church memberthip, by all 
thoſe places which require faith and repentance, 
&c. in order to baptiſm. Jo this I reply, that 
theſe places of Scripture can no more exclude 
infants from memberſhip, than they exclude them 
from glory. And the fallacy of all this has been 
already fully evinced, when the ſecond argu- 
ment againſt infant baptiim was conſidered : 
And to that part, for his ſatisfaction, I refer the 
reader.— If then they were not excluded before 
tie partition was taken down, nor at the time, 
nor at any time ſince, they were not excluded at 
all. And then the conſequence will be, that in- 
fants, according to the will of God, are poſſeſſed 
of a right to church- fellowſhip under the preſent 
diſpenſation, and to the pretent day. 

By theſe four paſſages, all relating to God's 
diſpenlation towards the Gentiles, it appears, that 
the church-memberſhip of infants was left undiſ- 

turbed, 
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turbed, and was carried forward into the Gentile 
church; where it continues ſtill the ſame as 
when firſt inſtituted. And the importance of this 
fact, in the preſent inquiry, is ſo very conſidera— 
ble, that whoever admits it, muſt be compelled 
to admit the right of infants to haptiſm, as a ne- 
ceſſury conſequence. Now, that God did ordain 
their church-memberſhip has already been 
evinced, and granted by Baptiſts ; and that to the 


preſent day it has never been annulled, is what 


Jam engaged to prove. I will, therefore, in ad- 
dition to theſe four Scriptures, which of them— 
felves clearly prove the fact, bring forward a va- 
nety of evidence, which ſerve to corroborate 
this important truth. | 

I. There is in the New Teſtament no law 
whatever to fet afide the primitive right of in— 
fants to church-memberſhip. I need not prove 
to a Baptiſt, that the New Teſtament contains 
no law by which infant memberſhip 1s prohibit- 
ed, he readily grants it; but adds in reply, that 
there was no neceſſity that ſuch a law ſhould be 
framed. Let us examine the thought. 

If indeed nothing had been done reſpecting 
infants, this anſwer would have been a good 
one; but when the church-memberthip of 
fants is conſidered as an ancient eſtabliſhment, 
the anſwer is nothing to the purpoſe. For as the 
caſc in reality ſtood, the want of a law to ſet 
aſide infant memberſhip, left it in its original 
ſtate, to continue down to the end of time. And 
how could it he otherwiſe ? For who in this 
world was to alter it? It came down to Gentile 
times, in all the force an eſtabliſhment can 
be ſuppoſed to have, or need to have, in order 
to its continuance. It had the precept of God 


—lt had the partiality of parents—It had the 


practice 


in- 
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Rice of near two thouſand years. If ſuch an 
inſtitution as this needed no law to ſet it aſide, 
which is what the Baptiſts athrm ; the true rea- 
ſon muſt be, becauſe it was not the deſign of 
God it fhould be ſet aſide. And what could 
have been a greater proof of the deſign of God 
to perpetuate it, than taking no meaſures to ſtop 
its progreſs? So that he, who grants that no ſuch 
law was made, does in effect admit, that it is 
now a ſtanding ordinance in the church of God 
to receive infants to memberſhip. 

But though a Baptiſt admits there is no ex- 
preſs law againſt their memberſhip and baptiſm; 
vet he affirms that the requirement of faith and 
| repentance does of itſelf exclude infants. This 
| is the purport of the Baptiſts' ſecond argument 
. againſt infants, which I have proved to be a mere 


ſophiſm. For when faith and repentance are 


1 required, in order either to baptiſm or ſalvation; 
Et a very eaſy diſtinction will make it plain, that 
FR. infants are not excluded in either caſe. It is 
5 only conſidering, that an infant is not an adult, 

and that an adult is not an infant, than which 


2 nothing can be more eaſy; and then the require- 
5 ment of faith and repentance from adults, is no 
13 more a law againſt the memberſhip and baptiſm 


of infants, than it is againſt their ſalvation, 


II. The Jews, at large, had no apprehenſion 


of the excluſion of infants; they neither oppoſe 
nor approve, which they doubtleſs would have 
done, if ſuch an excluſion had taken place. 


4 This is a circumſtance which merits particu- 
1 lar attention, and has no ſmall influence upon 
:4 the preſent queſtion. For as every material al- 


teration in old cuſtoms is apt to ſtir up ſome op- 
poſition ; fo, had ſuch a change as this been in- 
troduced by which the infant offspring would 

SANS | | have 
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have been put back from their former place in 


the church of God, it muſt have furniſhed occa- 
ſion to a variety of animadverſions : Some, per- 
Haps, might have been for it, while many would 
have oppoſed the new plan. 'That this would 
have happened had ſuch a revolutiontaken place, 
will appear ſtill more certain, if we conſider the 
nature of ſuch a change, and the perſons who 
would have felt themſelves hurt by its introduc- 
tion. | 

1. As to the change itſelf, it had a tendency 
to affect in a very ſenſible part. And this is a 
clear caſe, whether we conſider the tender age 
of the ſubjects or their number—or the privi- 
lege to which they were admitted —or the length 
of time through which the practice had been 
carried —or laſtly, the divine authority which 
gave riſe to that practice. Here is a practice of 
two thouſand years ſtanding. —The privilege 
Was that of admitting infants to memberthip in 
the church of God—theſe infants formed a num- 
ber in Iſrael exceedingly great. And this prac- 
tice did not take its riſe from ſome dark verbal 
or written tradition; but ſtood ſupported by the 
lively oracles of God. Such was the cuſtom 
which the Baptiſts ſuppoſe was annulled about 
this time. 

2. On the other hand, if we take into conſi- 
deration the character of thoſe perſons among 
whom this cuſtom had prevailed, and among 
whom it is ſuppoled to have ceaſed, we ſhall 
have ſufficient reaſon to think it impoſſible that 
a cuſtom of this nature ſhould be abrogated, and 
they not oppole a ſingle word. As to their cha- 
racer, it is certain, that, a few only excepted, 
they were the deadly enemies of Chriſt and his 
doctrine. They were ſtrongly attached 2 
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change in queſtion : And t 
it never took place. - 
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forms and ceremonies of religion. They would 
wrangle for a right, quarrel for a faſt, and ſtrug- 


gle hard for a new moon. Every one knows what 


diſturbance they made in the church of God, 
about ſuch things as theſe. 

Now is it pofſible, that ſuch a change could be 
brought about, and among ſuch a people, in a 
manner ſo ſtill and ſilent, that in all the New 
Teſtament we do not read, that they ever ſaid a 
word about it, for or againſt? No prieſt nor pub- 
lican ; no phariſee, lawyer, or libertine ; neither 
pious nor profane ; neither zealous, moderate, 
or lukewarm, oppoſe a fingle ſentence, or aſk a 
reaſon why. But ſince this muſt have been a 
change ſo remarkable; and they, among whon 


it is ſuppoſed to have happened, not the moſt 
modeſt; how came they to be ſo filent, ſo ſhy ? 
What made them. fo pafhve, ſo 'peaceable, ſo 


complying ? Nothing. They were neither com- 
plying, paſſive, nor peaceable, nor ſlow to ſpeak, 
nor {low to wrath, when any old forms were in- 
vaded; but they were very much fo about the 

* true reaſon of it is, 


III. Our. Lord and his apoſtles take ſpecial 


notice of infants, and inſtead of excluding, they 


{peak of them as ſtill poſſeſſing a right to mem 
berſhip in the church of God. 

'The notice taken of infants, by our Lord and 
his apoſtles, I call ſpecial ; becauſe it is not 
ſuch as God takes of his creatures in a way of 
common providence ; as the giving of food to a 
itranger, the ſatisfying the deſire of every living 
thing, or hearing the cry of a young raven when 
he calls upon him. But that which I now mean 
relates to matters of another nature, religious 


matters, the things of the kingdom of God, and 
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our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. The paſſages I ſhall 
bring are not intended to prove any new inſtitu— 
tion reſpecting nifants, for nothing of this kind 
took place; but as their church- memberſhip 
had been long ſettled, | only mean to ſhow that 


our Lord ſpeaks of them, under that idea, as the 


acknowledged members of the church of God. 
Io this end 1 ſhall alledge: 

I. Luke ix. 47, 48, And e ſus took a child, 
and ſet him by him, and [** when he had taken 


him in his arms,” Mark, ix. 36.] he faid unto 


them, Whoſocver ſhall receive this child, in m 
name, receiveth me: And whoſvever ſhall re- 
ceive me, receiveth him that ſent me: For he 
that is leaſt among you all, the ſame ſhall be 
great.” In this paſſage we have three things very 
obſervable. 


1. The ſubject ſpoken of, a little child. There 


can be no doubt, but this was a child in regard 
of his age ; as the circumſtance of our Lord's 
taking him in his arms, makes this certain be- 
yond diſpute. And it is alſo evident, that what 
our Lord kid, did not apply to this child alone, 
as though fometning peculiar to himſelf led our 
Lord fo to ſpeak ; fince he makes it a thing ge- 
nerat and common to other children. The 
words of Mark are, Wholoever ſhall receive 
one of ſuch children in my name.” He meant, 
therefore, that child in his arms, and other little 
children like him. 

2. The action reſpecting this child; © Who- 
ſoe ver ſhall receive this child in my name.“ To 
receive a perſon is to treat him ſuitably to his 
character, place, and ſtation. John1. II. He 
came unto his own, and his own received him 
not.“ Rom. xiv. 1. Him that is weak in the 
faith receive ye.” To receive a perſon in the 
: name 
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name of Chriſt, is to treat him as one belonging 
to Chriſt, as one in viſible union with him. 
Matt. x. 40. © He that receiveth you, receiv- 
eth me; and he that receiveth me, receiveth him 
that ſent me.” This is ſpoken of the apoſtles of 
Chriſt, and intends a treatment ſuitable to their 
character, and the relation they ſtood in to him. 
So John xiii. 20. Then the meaning is, whoſo- 
ever ſhall receive this child, or one of fuch 
children, in my name, i. e. as perſons belonging 
to me, and in viſible unior, with myſelf, receiv- 
eth me, i. e. treateth me as the viſible head of 

Wy the church of God. 
. Whoſoever ſhall receive this child, or one of 
2 fuch children, in my name! Remarkable phraſe ! 
Is have pondered it in my own mind, and with to 


IF fubmit it to any caſuiſt, with this queſtion: Is it 

5 poſſible to receive a perſon in the name of Chriſt, 

1 withour conſidering that perſon as vifibly belong- 

3 ing to Chriſt? I own, that to me it appears im- 

1 poſſible. But as Chriſt knows beſt what his own 

I; words imply, he ſhall determine the queſtion,  _ 
'5 Mark, ix, 41. Whoſoever ſhall give you a cup 


of water to drink in my name, becauſe ye be- 
long to Chriſt.” So to give to any in his name, 
is to give to them, becauſe they belong to him. 
And then, when Chriſt ſpeaks of receiving little 
children in his name, we are to conſider them as- 
viſibly belonging to him. 

3. The reaſon of this action. This is two- 
fold: 1. As it reſpected God and. Chriſt; 
„% Wholoever ſhall receive this child in my 
name, receiveth me; and whoſoever receiveth 
me, receiveth him that ſent me.” The force of 
the reaſon lies in this; receiving little children 
(3 in Chriſt's name, z. e. treating them as viſibly 
a belonging to him, is ſhowing a proper regard to 
5 F 3 God ' 
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| God and Chriſt. But why ſhould this be coni-„H 
dered as ſhowing a proper regard to God? I an- . 
| | ſwer, I know no reaſon in the world but one; 9 
| and that is, becauſe God had long before conſti- 0 
tuted infants viſible members of his own church, 1 
and ſtill continued to them the ſame place and 1 
privilege. 2. As it reſpected themſelves. He 'Y 
that is leaſt among you all, the ſame ſhall be - 
great.” This reaſon ſuggeſteth three things : 
1. Our Lord ſpeaks of his diſciples, in a collec- 
| tive capacity, as forming a religious ſociety or 
| church; „He that is leaſt among you all.” 
|: And this, indeed, was truly the caſe ; for theſe 
5 diſciples, with others, were branches in the 
l olive-tree; and ſuch branches as were not bro- 
ken off. 2. Our Lord ſpeaks of them, as having 
little children in their ſociety or church; “ He 
that is leaſt among Fou all, the ſame ſhall be 
great.” Now, though it is true, that adults on 
ſome accounts may be called little children; yet 
the term [leaſt] cannot mean adults in this 
place; becauſe this is given as a reaſon why 
they ſhould receive this little child. For what 
God will do for an-adult can be no motive- to 
the receiving an infant. If we ſay, God can 
make that adult, which you deem very little, to 
become great ; therefore receive this little child: 
This would be no reaſon at all. But if it be 
taken thus; God can make the leaſt child in 
your community to become great, therefore re- 
ceive this little child; the reaſoning will Le 
good, and becoming the wiſdom of Chnift. 3. 
Our Lord ſpeaks thus, to induce to them to pay 
a proper regard to children. The leaſt among 
you ſhall become great, therefore receive this 
child in my name.” Receiving may reſpect the © 
firſt act of recognizing a perſon a member of. a vi 
church ; 1 
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church; or all ſubſequent acts, by which we 
treat them as ſuch. Our Lord's expreſſion. is 
applicable to both, and enjoins both on his diſ- 
ciples.— This is one inſtance of ſpecial notice 
taken of infants, in which they are conſidered as 
holding a place in the church of God. 

Mark x. 14. But when Jeſus ſaw it, he was 
much diſpleaſed, and ſaid unto them, Suffer the 
little children to come unto me, and forbid them 
not: For of ſuch is the kingdom of God.” 

Ihe perſons who were brought, are ſaid by 
Mark to have been young children: our Lord 
calls them little children, and Luke calls them 
infants. There can be no doubt but they were 
ſuch as were in an infantile ſtate. The deſign, 
tor which they were brought, is ſaid to be, that 
he ſhould put his hands on them, and pray. 
Some of the Baptiſts /uppo/e they were diſeaſed 
ehildren, and were brought to our Lord to be 
healed ; but of this there is nothing ſaid. It is 
moſt likely they were brought to receive the 
benediction of Chriſt. Mark x. 16. 

'That this paſſage regards infants, as continu- 
ing in a ſtate of church-memberthip, which is all 


J produce it for, will appear by conſidering of 


whom our Lord ſpake, and what he ſpake of 
them. — 

1. Of whom he ſpake. There can be very 
little difficulty on this part of the ſubject, as we 
are plainly told, what the perſons were who were 
brought to him, and of whom it is evident he 
ſpake. Some of the Baptiſts remarking upon 
the phraſe +wy r, of ſuch, or of ſuch like, 
affirm that our Lord meant adults of a child-like 
diſpoſition, and that of theſe, and not of the in- 
fants, he ſaid, Of ſuch is the kingdom of God. 


This conſtruction, which indeed has nothing to 
ſupport 


"— 
— . 
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ſupport it, will appear very uncouth, when we 
conſider theſe words of our Lord, as a reaſon for 
bringing and permitting the little children to 
come to him: Suffer them to come unto me, 
for of ſuch is the kingdom of God. This ex- 
poſition, beſides that it makes our Lord ſpeak 
obſcurely, repreſents him as giving a reaſon quite 
diſtant from the ſubje&t he was upon. For 
whereas a reaſon for coming ſhould be taken 
from thoſe who are to come, and not from 
others; this expoſition makes our Lord ſay, Suf- 


fer theſe to come, becauſe zhe/e belong to the 


kingdom. Bring theſe infants to me, becauſe 
thoſe adults are of the kingdom of God, is a 
very ſorry reaſon. It it much more worthy of 
Chriſt to ſay, Suffer theſe little children to come, 
becaufe theſe little children, and others like them, 
belong to the kingdom of God. 

The truth is, our Lord evidently ſpeaks of in- 
fants as he had done before, in the preceding: 
paſlage. 

2. What he ſpake of them: Of ſuch is the 
kingdom of God]; that is, ſuch. belong to the 
kingdom. Our inquiry is, what kingdom did 
our Lord mean? was it the church, or a ſtate of 
glory ? If the Lord meant the church, then he 
has aſſerted what I contend for, that infants 
were ſpoken of by him, as members of the 
thurch ; and, therefore, the fact is eſtabliſhed. 
But the Baptiſts in general underſtand this of a. 
ſtate of glory, and allow infants to belong to- 
that, but deny that they belong to the church. 
'This, indeed, is granting the greater, and deny- 
ing the leſs; and therefore an argument may 
taken, from what they grant, to deſtroy what 
they deny; that ie, an argument a majzge ad 
minus. If infants belong to a ſtate of glory, 


which 
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which is the greater; then much more do 
they belong to a church ſtate, which is 
the leſs. Beſides, as the inſtitution of a 
church is a diſpenſation of God, which leads 
to glory; it is abſurd to grant perſons a place in 
glory, and at the ſame time deny them a place 
- in that diſpenſation which leads to it. N 
Though to affirm, that our Lord, by the king- 
dom of God, intended a ſtate of glory, does not 
militate againſt, but rather concludes for the 
church-memberſhip of infants; there are ſome 
conſiderations which ſerve to evince, that our 
Lord intended the church on earth chiefly, if 
not only. It is to be obſerved, in the fuſt place, 
that theſe words, „of fuch is the kingdom of 
God,” were ſpoken to apoſtles, as a reaſon for 
54 their ſuffer ng, and a rebuke for their hindering, 
& little children to come unto him. Now it is al- 
i ways more natural, when we intend to reaſon 
3» with, or rebuke any perſon, to fix upon that as a 
1 reaſon, which is moſt familiar to him. The 
11 apoſtles were well acquainted with the member- 
* ſhip of infants in the church, as a practice which 
by had prevailed in their nation for many centuries; 
whereas they could know but little of the ſtate {4 
of infants with reſpect to glory. Now as the rea- =o 
} 
£ 


J ſon, why theſe little children ſhould be ſuffered 
1 to come, was, that they belonged to the king- 0 
W dom of God ; and as this was deſigned, at the * 
4 fame time, as a rebuke; it muſt be evident, that 4 
4 our Lord intended that idea of the kingdom with [ 

3 which they were moſt familiar. For had it been 
meant of a ſtate of glory, the apoſtles might very ' 
Þ well have pleaded ignorance; but they could 4 
7 not be ignorant that infants belonged to the 
19 church, and therefore the reproof could not 
| come home to them, but under that idea. Far 
in that, they ated contrary to a principle they 
— knew 
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knew in keeping thoſe, who belonged to the 
church, from the church's Head. 

It may be again remarked, that it is highly 
reaſonable to conclude, that our Lord intended 
the ſame reaſon, for infants coming to him, as 
he had urged to others, tor their receiving them. 
Others were to receive infants in his name ; and 
with this to enforce it, that wholoever received 
them in his name, received him, &c. This ex- 

reſſion denotes a relation to himlelf, as if he 
bad laid, Receive them, becauſe they belong to 
me, receive them as you would a diſciple. "I his 
is a reaſon that has reſpect to pre.ent relation ; 
and if it be natural to ſuppoſe, that our Lord 
gives a fimilar reaſon for their coming to him, 
the kingdom of God will not mean a future ſtate 
of bleſſedneſs, but a preſent church ſtate, to which 
they belong. Moreover, it may be ſaid with 
much more truth of infants in general, and it is 
of ſuch our Lord fpeaks, that they belong to a 
church on earth, than to a ſtate of glory: Be- 
cauſe many may belong to the former who do 
not belong to the latter. And whereas it can- 


not be ſaid of infants, as ſuch, that they belong: 


to a ſtate of glory, for then all would be ſaved, 
becauſe all have been infants ; but it could be 
ſaid of infants, as infants, where our Lord was, 
that they belonged to the church on earth. 

I only introduce this to ſhow, that our Lord, in 
faying, Of ſuch is the kingdom of God, did re- 
eognize infants as church- members. And againſt 
this ſenſe of the Kingdom, as meaning the church, 
the Baptiſts bring only one objection, v1z. the 
incapacity of infants. But this is removed by 
the practice of many centuries; which ſhows that 
God does not judge of incapacity, after the man- 
ner of men. 

Acts, 


5 


Aas ii. 38, 30. Then Peter ſaid unto them, 
Repent and be baptized every one of you, in 
the name of Jeſus Chriſt, for the remiſhon of 
fins, and ye receive the gift of the Holy 
Guott. bor the promiſe is unto you, and to 
your Children, and to all that are afar off, even 
as many as the Lord our Gud thall call.” 

As is paſſage is only brought forward to 
ſhow, chat infants are ipoken of in the New 
Tei ament, as church-members, agreeable to the 
ancient diſpenſation of God; 1 ihall contine my- 
ſeif to theſe three concluſions. 

I. that the phraſe, „to you, and to your 
childien,” intends adults and infants. 

II. hat this promiſe muſt comprehend adults 
and infants, wherever it comes, even as long as 
God hall continue lis word to us. 

III. Ahat infants are placed in the fame rela- 
tion to baptilm, as they were of old to circum- 
ciſion. 

Theſe I ſhall now proceed to evince; and in 
the firit place I affirm, 

I. That the phraſe, To you and to your chil- 
dren, intends adults and infants. This may be 
proved by conſidering, 

1. The reſemblance between this promiſe, and 
that in Gen. xvii. 7. [o be a God unto thee, 
and unto thy ſeed after thee.” The reſemblance 
between theſe two lies in two things; 1. Each 
ſtands connected with an ordinance, by which 


perſons were to be admitted into church-feltow- 


ſhip; the one by circumciſion, the other by 
baptiſm. 


Both agree in N the one is, „to 
thee, and to thy ſeed;“ the other is, © to you, 


and to your children.” Now every one knows 
that the word feed means children; and that: 


' children 
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children means ſeed ; and that they are preciſe- 
ly the ſame. From theſe two ſtrongly reſem- 
bling features, vg. their connexion with a fimi- 
lar ordinance, and the ſameneſs of the phraſe- 
ology, I inter, that the ſubjects expreſſed in each, 
are the very ſame. And as it 1s certain that pa- 
rents and infants were intended by the one ; it 
mult be equally certain that both are intended by 
the other. 

2, The ſenſe, in which the ſpeaker muſt have 
underſtood the ſentence in queſtion. The pro- 
mile 1s, to you and to your children. 

In order to know this, we muſt conſider who 
the ſpeaker was, and from what ſource he recei- 
ved his religious knowledge. The Apoſtle, it is 
evident, was a Jew, and brought up in the Jew- 
iſh church, with reſpe& to thoſe who were ad- 
mitted to be its members. He knew, that he 
himſelf had been admitted in infancy, and that 
it was the ordinary practice of the church to ad- 
mit infants to memberſhip. And he likewiſe 
knew, that in this they ated on the authority of 
that place, where God promiſes to Abraham, 
* to be a God unto him, and to his feed.” Now 
if the Apoſtle knew all this; in what ſenſe could 
he underſtand the term children, as diſtinguiſhed 
from their parents? I have faid, that rwwz child- 
ren, and oz ſeed, mean the ſame thing. And 
as the Apoſtle well knew, that the term feed in- 
tended infants, though not mere infants only ; 
and that infants were circumciſed, and received 
into the church, as being the feed ; what elſe 
could he underſtand, by the terin children, when 
mentioned with their parents? Thoſe who will 
have the Apoſtle to mean, by the term children, 
adult poſterity only, have this infelicity attend- 
wg them, that they underſtand the term . 

ently 
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ently from all other men; aud this abſurdity, 
that they attribute to the Apoſtle a ſenſe of the 
word, which to him muft have been the moſt 
unfamiliar and forced. 

3. In what ſenſe his hearers muſt have under- 
ſtood him, when he ſaid, © The promiſe is to 
you, and to your children.” | 

The context informs us, that many of St. 
Peter's hearers, as he himſelf was, were Jews. 
They had been accuſtomed for many hundred 
years to receive infants, by circumcifion, into 
the church ; and this they did, as before obſer- 
ved, becauſe God had promiſed to be a God to 
Abraham, and to his ſeed. 'They had under- 
ſtood this promiſe, to mean parents and their 
infant offspring ; and this idea was hecome fa- 
miliar by the practice of many centuries. What 
then muſt have been their views, when one of 
their own community ſays to them, The pro- 
mile is to you, and to your children?“ If their 
practice of receiving infants was founded on a 
promiſe exactly fimilar, as it certainly was; how 
could they poſſibly underſtand him, but as mean- 
ing the ſame thing, fince he himſelf uſed the 
{ame mode of ſpeech ? This muſt have been the 
caſe, unleſs we admit this abſurdity, that they 
underſtood him in a ſenſe to which they had 
never been accuſtomed. 

How idle a thing it is, in a Baptiſt, to come 
with a lexicon in his hand, and a criticiſm in his 
head, to inform us that Tex»z, children, means 
poſterity ! Certainly it does, and ſo means the 
youngeſt infants. 

But the Baptiſts will have it that Tewa, child- 
ren, in this place, means only adult poſterity. 
And, if fo, the Jews to whom he ſpoke, unleſs 
they underſtood him in a way in which it was 
morally impoſſible they ſhould, would infalliby 

G have 
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children means ſeed ; and that they are preciſe- 
ly the ſame. From theſe two ſtrongly reſem- 
bling features, vg. their connexion with a fimi- 
lar ordinance, and the ſameneſs of the phraſe- 
ology, I inter, that the ſubjects expreſſed in each, 
are the very ſame. And as it is certain that pa- 
rents and infants were intended by the one; it 
mult be equally certain that both are intended by 
the other, 

2, Ihe ſenſe, in which the ſpeaker muſt have 
underitood the ſentence in queſtion. The pro- 
mile 1s, to you and to your children. 

In order to know this, we muſt confider who 
the ſpeaker was, and from what ſource he recei- 
ved his religious knowledge. The Apoſtle, it is 
evident, was a Jew, and brought up in the Jew- 
11h church, with reſpect to thoſe who were ad- 
mitted to be its members. He knew, that he 
himſelf had been admitted in infancy, and that 
it was the ordinary practice of the church to ad- 
mit infants to memberſhip. And he likewiſe 
knew, that in this they acted on the authority of 
that place, where God promiſes to Abraham, 
* to be a God unto him, and to his ſeed.” Now 
if the Apoſtle knew all this; in what ſenſe could 
he underſtand the term children, as diſtinguiſhed 
from their parents? I have faid, that π . ͤͤ child- 
ren, and ors ſeed, mean the ſame thing. And 
as the Apoſtle well knew, that the term ſeed in- 
tended infants, though not mere infants only ; 
and that infants were circumciſed, and received 
into the church, as being the feed ; what elſe 
could he underſtand, by the terin children, when 
mentioned with their parents? Thoſe who will 
have the Apoſtle to mean, by the term children, 
adult poſterity only, have this infelicity attend- 
ing them, that they underſtand the term * 

| ently 
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ently from all other men; and this abſurdity, 
that they attribute to the Apoſtle a ſenſe of the 
word, which to him muft have been the moſt 
unfamiliar and forced. 

3. In what ſenſe his hearers muſt have under- 
ſtood him, when he ſaid, The promile is to 
you, and to your children.” | 

The context informs us, that many of St. 
Peter's hearers, as he himſelf was, were Jews. 
They had been accuſtomed for many hundred 
years to receive infants, by circumciſion, into 
the church ; and this they did, as before obſer- 
ved, becauſe God had promiſed to be a God to 
Abraham, and to his ſeed. 'They had under- 
ſtood this promiſe, to mean parents and their 
infant offspring; and this idea was become fa- 
miliar by the practice of many centuries. What 
then muſt have been their views, when one of 
their own community ſays to them, The pro- 
mile is to you, and to your children?“ If their 
practice of receiving infants was founded on a 
promiſe exactly ſimilar, as it certainly was; how 
could they poſſibly underſtand him, but as mean- 
ing the ſame thing, ſince he himſelf uſed the 
ſame mode of ſpeech? This muſt have been the 
caſe, unleſs we admit this abſurdity, that they 
underſtood him in a ſenſe to which they had 
never been accuſtomed. 

How idle a thing it is, in a Baptiſt, to come 
with a lexicon in his hand, and a criticiſm in his 
head, to inform us that T»»z, children, means 
poſterity | Certainly it does, and ſo means the 
youngeſt infants. 

But the Baptiſts will have it that «az, child- 
ren, in this place, means only adult poſterity. 
And, if ſo, the Jews to whom he ſpoke, unleſs 
they underſtood him in a way in which it was 
morally impoſſible they ſhould, would infalliby 
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have underſtood him wrong. Certainly all men, 
when acting freely, will underſtand words in 
that way which is moſt familiar to them; and 
nothing could be more ſo to the Jews, than to 
underſtand fuch a ſpeech, as Peter's, to mean 
adults and infants. So that if the Jews, the 
awakened Jews, had apprehended the Apoſtle to 
mean only adults, when he ſaid, „Jo you and 
your children ;”” they muſt have had an under- 
ſtanding of ſuch a peculiar conſtruction, as to 
make that ſenſe of a word, which to them was 
totally unnatural and forced, to become tamiliar 
and calſy. 

We thould more certainly come at the truth, 
if, inſtead of idly criticiſing, we could fancy vur- 
ſelves Jews, and in the habit of circumciſing in- 
fants, and receiving them into the church. And 
then, could we imagine one of our own nation 
and religiqn, to addreſs us in the very language 
of Peter in this text, The promiſe is to you 
and vour children; let us atk ourſelves, as in 
the light of God, whether we could ever ſuppoſe 
him to mean adult poſterity only? Or if, inſtead 
of putting ourſelves in the ſi:uation of Jews, we 
ſhould ſuppoſe the Apoſtle to addreſs the mem- 
bers of he eſtabliſhment, in the fame phraſe- 
ology, as he did the Jews, can any perſon doubt, 
whether they would underttand him to mean 
adults and infants? It is certainly impoſhble. 
And why ? Becauſe they have been for ages in 
the habit of recciving infants into the church. 
Juſt ſo it was with the Jews when the Apoitle 
addreſſed them; and, therefore, they could no 
more have underittvod him, as meaning to ex- 
clude infants, than the menibers of the eſtabliſh- 
ment would by the ute of-the ſame phraſe. 

| have been endeavouring to prove that both 


Peter, who ſpoke, and the Jews, who were his 
hearers, 
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hearers, muſt have underſtood the promile in the 
text to mean adults and infants ; becaule ſuch a 
meaning would be to them the moſt natural and 
obvious, both from their own habit and practice, 
and from its exact refemblance to that promiſe 
on which their practice was founded, and by 
which their habit was formed. But ſince Mr. 
Booth and all the Baptiſts will have it to mean 
no ſuch thing, 1 ſhall only ſay, as Mr. B. does 
in his anſwer to Dr. Williams, page 274, © hen 
Dr. Samuel Johnſon might well fay, though a 
man accuſtomed to ſatisfy himſelf with the ob- 
vious and natural meaning of a ſentence, does 
not eaſily ſhake off his habit, yet a true-bred law- 
yer never contents himſelf with this ſenſe when 
there is another to be found. My opponent, 
ſays Mr. B. to Dr. W. ſeems to have imbibed 
the ſpirit of Dr. Johnſon's true-bred lawyer; 
for he cannot be at all content with the obvious 
and natural meaning, &c.” Mutate nomine, c. 
This is true of Mr. Booth. 

II. That this promiſe muſt comprehend adults 
and infants wherever it comes, let it come 
wherever it may. 

The Apoſtle, in applying this promiſe, diſtin— 
guiſhes thoſe to whom it is to apply into preſent 
and abſent. The firſt claſs were his hearers ; 
the ſecond he deſcribes two ways—all that are 


\afar off,. —as many as the Lord our God ſhall 


call. To each of theſe clalles, he applies the 
promiſe in the text. To thole who were pre- 
ſent, the promiſe is, to you and to your child- 
ren ;—to thoſe afar off, and the promiſe is to you 
and to your children ;—to as many as the Lord 
our God ſhall call, the promiſe is to you and to 
your children, Let the promiſe comte to what per- 
tons ſoc ver it may, it muſt come to them and to 
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their children; becauſe the promiſe muſt be the 
ſame wherever God ſhall ſend it. I have al- 
ready proved that the words {| yau and children] 
mean adults and infants; and both being in the 
promiſe, it muſt therefore belong to each: Jo 
you adults and to your infants, who are preſent ; 
to you adults, who are afar off, and to your in- 
fants; to as many adults as the Lord our God 
Mall call, and their infants. That this is true 
may be proved by confidering the eſſence or na- 
ture of the promiſe. 
_ The Apoitle, expreſſing the eſſence or nature 
of the promiſe in the text, as it reſpects the ob- 
jects, ſays, Ihe promiſe is to you and to your 
children.” Both parts, therefore, belong to the 
promile ; it it eſſential to the promiſe that it be 
—to you ;—it is likewiſe eſſential to it that it be 
—to your children. And the caſe being ſo, we 
cannot take away either part without violating 
the eſſence of the promiſe. We have no more 
Tight to ſay, The promiſe is to you, but not to 
your children, than the promiſe is to your child- 
ren, but not to you; for as it was the deſign of 
God that the promiſe ſhould be to both, it was 
his deſign that it ſhould be to their children as 
truly as to themſelves. And ſo the promiſe mult 
be to Peter's hearers and their children—to all 
that are afar off, and to their children—to as 
many as the Lord our God ſhall call, and to 
their children ; and the reaſon 1s, both enter into 
the eſſence of the promiſe. So when God ſaid, 
« | will be a God unto thee and to thy ſeed,” it 
would apply, in the ſame form, „to thee and to 
thy ſeed,” to every man and every generation of 
men of the offspring of Abraham, as long as the 
promile was in force. 5 

Mr. Booth objects to this, in vol. ii. p. wa, 

all 
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and ſays, © Theſe words [as many as the Lord 
our God ſhall call] are, as plainly as poſſible, a 
limiting clauſe, and extend à reſtrictive force to 
the term, children, as much as to the pronoun, 
you, or to that deſcriptive language, all that are 
afar off,” Lo this I reply, that the Apoſtle him- 
ſelf did not make uſe of that limit which Mr. B. 
ſays is ſo plain; for the Apoſtle actually ſpoke 
to thoſe who, in Mr. B.'s ſenſe, were already 
awakened and called; and then, as plainly as 
poſſible, diſtinguiſhes between them and their 
children. Now if the Apottie addreited thoſe 
who were already called, and extended the pro- 
mile beyond them, even to their children, then. 
the promile was not limited to the called. But 
this the Apoſtle attually did as plainly as words 
could expreſs it; for he ſpoke to thoſe who 
were pricked in their heart, and ſaid, “Men and 
brethrea, what ſhall we do!?“ To theſe he ſaid, 
„The promiſe is unto you,” —and, inſtead of 
contining it to them only, he extends it. to their 
children alſo; and fo paſſes over that limit which 
Mr. B. is pleaſed to lay down; And as the 
Apoſtle extends the promile beyond the called 
in the firſt clauſe, we muſt follo his example, 
and extend it beyond the called in the laſt 
clauſe thus the promiſe is to as many as the 
Lord our God ſhall call, and to their children : 
And then Mr. B.'s limiting clauſe will be no— 
thing more than a very lame evaſion. 
Notwithſtanding this, there is ſome truth in 
Mr. B.'s idea reſpecting che limiting clauſe, 
though he himſelt, by miſapplication, has done 
violence to that. truth. That clauſe, to as 
many as the Lord our God ſhall call,” is really 
a limiting clauſe, but not in that way Mr, B. 
luppoles, This, like every other promiſe, has 
G3 two 
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two limits, and theſe two are fixed by two li- 
miting clauſes : One limit determines how wide 
the promiſe ſhall extend; the © ther how far it 
1s to run—the one is a limit of latitude, the other 
of longitude. The limit of latitude extends to 
parents and children—that of longitude reaches 
down * to as many as the Lord our God ſhall 
call.” And as there is a perfect harmony be- 
tween theſe two, there is no need to deſtroy the 
one in order to preſerve the other; for both li- 
mits being ſettled and fixed, that of latitude, 
which extends to parents and children, muſt 
continue firm, till, through ſucceſſive ages, it 
comes down to that of longitude, which reaches: 
to as many as the Lord our God 1thall call; that 
is, as long as God ſhall continue to call, the 

romiſe ſhall pertain to parents and children. 
Mr. B. certainly was very right in making this 
a limiting clauſe, for ſo it really is; but he was. 
very wrong when, inſtead of preſerving both, he 
fet one limit to deſtroy the other. 

When any diſpute happens on a place of Scrip- 
ture, and it cannot be {ſettled from the context, 
the beſt way is to pals to a fimilar place, and ob- 
ſerve (if there be any plain indications) in what 
manner that was underſtood, and what practice 
took place upon it. That paſſage, to which the 
text bears the ſtrongeſt reſemblance, is Geneſis, 
xvii. 7. „I will eſtabliſh my covenant—to be a 
God unto thee and to thy feed.” There is no 
place in <cripture ſo like the text as this; they 
are both worded in the ſame way—* to thee 
and to thy ſeed”—to you and to your children: 
Ihey are both connected with a religious ordi- 
nance. By ſeed, which is the ſame as children, 
was meant an infant of eight days old and up- 
wards; and becauſe a promiſe is made ” ar 
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ſeed, an infant becomes the ſubject of a re- 
ligious ordinance. Now, if the language of the 
text be ſimilar, and if it be connected with a re- 
ligious ordinance as that was, what better com- 
ment can be made upon it than what that paſ- 
ſage ſuggeſts? Why ſhould not the ideas be 
alike, if the language and circumſtances be ſo ? 
The reaſon why a comparing of Scripture with 
Scripture affiſts the underſtanding, is this : When 
God uſes the ſame kind of language in two 
places of Scripture, and the circumſtances are 
alike, it is plain he means to be underſtood as. 
intending ſimilar things. This is ſo ſure a rule 
of interpretation, that we are not afraid of ven- 
turing our everlaſting intereſts upon it. And, b 
adopting it in this inſtance, the reſult will be 
clearly this : 'That the Holy Ghoſt, by the phraſe, 
« you and your children,” meant adults and in- 
fants : that theſe are placed together in the ſame 
promiſe; and that the promiſe, thus made to 
adults and infants, is connected with baptiſm.— 
And from hence it may be proved, 

III. That infants are placed in the ſame rela- 
tion to baptiſm, as they were of old to circum- 
cilion. 

Let any one compare the two places together, 
vu. Gen. xvil. 7, 9, 10. and this now before us, 
and he will ſee that parents and children are 
united, in each promiſe, in the ſame way—there 
the promiſe is, „to thee and to thy ſeed” —here 
it is, © to you and to your children; that the 
promiſe, in each place, is connected with a re- 
Iigious ordinance: In Geneſis it is connected 
with circumcifion—in this text with baptiſm ;-— 
that, in both places, the ordinance is made to re— 


ſult from the promiſe—the one is ſet down as a 


reaſon for the other; Gen. xvii. 9. Thou 
| | ſhalt 
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ſhalt keep my covenant thercfore;” that is, be- 
cauſe Gud had given a pronute. So here,“ 25 
pent, and let every one of vou, of your's, be 
baptized, 101 (4p becauſe ) the promiſe 15 ©. You. 
and to your citdren:” Infants, therefore, in 
this paſlage. ate placed in the lame relation to 
baptiim as they were anciently to circumceiſion. 
This being ſo, | reaton ths: 

When a poſitive inſticute is Frags with a 
promite, all, why arc contatued in the promiſe, 
have a riglit to the inſtitute. I think any one 
may be compelled grant this, as it is certain- 
Iv an undeniable truth: for if parcnts muſt, 
therefore, be circunictied becaule they are in- 
C|ided in this promile, then, as Infants are alto in- 
eluded in the promile. they too muſt be circum- 
ciſsd. All this is evinced by the hiſtory of cir- 
cum. hon. and 1s iudecd a ſelſ evident caſe ; be- 
cauſe it a promiſe give a right to an inftitute, the 
inſtitute wutt belong to all who are interelied in 
the pron te, And, therefore, we may reaſon 
thus: [1 rents muſt he baptized becaule the 
promiſe ungs to them, than muſt their in- 
fants be hiptized, becauie the promiſe is 
to them ity, his mode of reaſoning is 
the more certain, as it is confirmed, be- 
yond all doubt, by the divine procedure ; for 
it you atk. \Vho were to be circumciſed? the e 
ply is, hole to hom the promiſe was made. 
If you inquire again, fo whom was the promile 
made ? we anſwer, Jo adults and infants. Again, 
if you als, Who an to be baptized? the anſwer 
is, Thote to who the promiie is made. But to 
whom is it made? Ihe Apoltle ſays, Jo you 
and to your chidren,” Now what proof more 
direct can be made or defired for infant baptiſm? 

From theſe premiles the retult is plainly this: 
That as infants Rand, in this text, in the ſame 
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relation to baptiſm as they did to circumcifion, 
their right to the one muſt be the ſame as it was 
to the other. The caſe, in both inſtances, ſtands 
fairly thus: The promiſe connects itlelf with the 
ordinance ; that with circumciſton—this with 
baptiſm. It alſo connects two parties together, 
intants and parents, and unites them both to that 
ordinance with which itſelf is connected. It is 
by virtue of the union of the promiſe with the 
ordinance that thoſe who have an intereſt in the 
one have a right to the other; and when two 
parties, parcnts and children, are intereſted in 
the ſame promiſe, and that promile gives a right 
to the ordinance, it gives the ſame right to both 
the parties who are intereſted in it. And hence, 
as parents and children are intereſted in the pro- 
miſe, the right of the children to the ordinance 
is the ſame as that of parents. 

I produce theſe three paſſages only to ſhow 
that ſpecial notice is taken of infants, and that 
they are ſpoken of agreeable to the idea of their 
church-memberthip. In Luke ix. 47, 48, our 
Lord propoſes them for reception in his name, 
and thereby owns them as viſibly related to him- 
ſelf. He indicates that the reception was to be 
of the ſame kind as that which might be claimed 
by his own diſciples; and that receiving them, 
as viſibly related to himlelf, z. e. in his name, 
was ſhowing a proper reſpect to him, and to his 
Father who ſent him: „ Whoſoever thall re- 
ceive this child in my name, receiveth me; and 
whoſoever ſhall receive me, receiveth him that 
ſent me,” &c. In Mark x. 14, our Lord expli- 
citly declares what was the ground of that recep- 
tion, by expreſſing their viſible relation to the 
church, and fo to himſelf ;—<«« Of ſuch is the king- 
dom of God ;” as ſuch they were to be brought 
to him, and no one was to forbid them to com * 
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In AQts 11. 38, 39, infants are placed in the ſame 
| relation to baptiſn: as they were before to cir- 

cumciſion. The Apoſtle unites them with their 
parents in the promiſe, and conneRs that pro— 
miſe with baptifin, thereby c«pving the divine 
pattern in Geneſis xvii. and allutting them the 
lame ſtation, with reſpe& to baptiſm, as they 
had before with regard to circumciſion. 

In each of theſe caſes infants are ſpoken of 
agreeable to that conſtitution of God, by which 
they were admitted to church-menivnerſhip, and 
to a religious ordinance, And this being all that 
my argument requires, I {tall procced to notice 
one thing more, vr. 

IV. Ihe hiſtorical account q the baptiſm of 
houſcholds, as recorded in the eriptute. 

The inſtances of this kind are three: The 
family of Lydia, Acts xvi. 15. ; the family of the 
Jailer, Acts xvi. 33.; and that of Stephanus, 
1 Cor. 1. 16. 'The caſe of the jailer and his fa- 
mily is thus deſcribed : And he took them the 
ſame hour of the night, and waſhed their ſtripes, 
and was baptized, he and all his, ſtraightway. 
And when he had brought them into his houſe, 
he ſet meat before them, and rejoiced, believing 
in God with all his houſe, NY LAMATHTO HM 
meTmigeuxws r Or. He rejuiced domeliically, be- 
lieving in God; i. e. he, believing in God, rejvic- 
ed over his family. Now as the houſchold of 
the jailer is expreſſed by the phrate, „all his, 
or all ofhis,” it explains the term os, houſehold, 
or family, which is uſed in the two other inſtan— 
ces: So then, to baptize a man's houſehold is to 
baptize all his. I his may ſerve as a pattern of 
primitive practice —he and all his were baptized. 
But wether all believed, or were capable of be- 
lievipg, is not ſaid, no mention being made of 
any one's faith but his own. , And though I do 
; not 
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not conſider this hiſtoric account as having force 
enough of itſelf to evince the baptila of infants, 
yet they are two conſiderations which give it 
weight on that ſide. 

(1.) Its agreement with that practice, in which 
we are ſure infants were included; I mean the 
practice of Abraham, and the Jews, with reſpect 
to circumciſion. This agreement may be conſi- 
dered, 1. In the principle which led to the prae- 
tice. Circumciſion was founded on this promiſe 
of God, „I will—be a God unto thee, and 
to thy ſeed.” Baptiſm, proceeds on this, that the 
promiſe is to you and to your children: And in 
this they are both alike. 2. In the praQtice 1t- 
{elf. When Abraham received circumciſion, his 
houſehold were circumciſed with him : So the 
jailer, when he was baptized, all his were bap- 
tized likewiſe. Now, when we diſcern two cates 
alike in principle and practice; and are ſure that 
infants were included in the one; we then very 
naturally are led to conclude, that infants mult 
be intended in the other. 

(2.) Its concordance with the hypotheſis of in- 
fant baptiſm. Such accounts as theſe, have a fa- 
vourable aſpect on the ſentiments of Pædobap- 
tiſts; becauſe on their pfan, provided they were 
placed in the ſame circumſtances as the Apoſtles, 
whoſe lot it was to preach the Goſpel where 
Chriſt had not been named ; cales of a like na- 
ture would very frequently occur. Whereas, on 
the plan of the Baptiſts, if placed in ſimilar cir- 
cumſtances, though we might hear of various 

erſons baptized on a profeſſion of faith; we 
thould not expect to hear of the baptizing of 
houſeholds ; or, that any man, and all his, were 
baptized ſtraightway. And indeed, the very idea 
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of baptizing houſeholds, does ſo naturally fall in 
with the views of Pædobaptiſts, that I am inclin- 
ed to think it paſſes with the common people in- 
ſtead of a hundred arguments. For though they 
do not reaſon by mood and figure, nor confine 
themſelves to logical accuracy, in any form ; yet 
they have logic enough to ſee, that the baptiz- 
ing of a man, and all his, is by no means agree- 
able to the plan; and that it has no reſemblance 
to the practice of the Baptiſts. 

It is in this way, I conſider theſe accounts of 
baptizing as having weight in the preſent inquiry.” 
Here are facts recorded, relative to baptizing ; I 
take theſe facts, and compare them with the pro- 
ceedings of different baptizers; and 1 find they 
will not agree to one claſs, but very well with the 
other: I, therefore, am led to conclude that that 
claſs of baptizers agree beſt to the primitive prac- 
tice, to whom theſe facts will beſt agree. For, as 
the practice of the Apoſtles has no affinity with 
that of the Baptiſts, it is very reaſonable to infer 
2 their views of the ſubject could not be the 

me. 

This being the laſt corroborating argument I 
mean to bring, I will colle& the force of the 
whole into one view. Ihe whole defence of in- 
fants reſts on two arguments ;—1. 'That God did 
conſtitute in his church the memberſhip of in- 
fants, and admitted them to it by a religious or- 
dinance.—2. 'T hat the right of infants to church- 
memberſhip was never taken away: Ihe con- 
{ſequence of which is, that their right to mem- 
berſhip continues to the preſent moment. The 
firſt of theſe arguments is granted by the Baptiſts 
themielves. Ihe other I have evinced from five 
topics: 1. From God's diſpenſation towards 
the Gentiles, in forming them into a — 
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2. That God never did, by any law, take away 
that right which had been before granted to in- 
tants. 3. That none of the Jews had any ap- 

rchenſion of the rejection of infants, which 
they muſt have had, it infants had been rejected. 
4. That Jeſus Chrift ſpake of them as viſibly be- 
longing to the church, and to himſelf, as the 
head of the church : And that the apoſtle Peter 
placed them in the fame relation to baptiſm, as 
they had been before to circumciſion. 5. That 
the apoſtle Paul, in baptizing whole families, 
ated agreeable to, and ſo evinced the validity 
of all the preceding arguments. 

The evident re{ult of the whole is, that in- 
fants, according to divine appointment, have a 
right to church-raemberſhip, to the preſent hour. 
Then, the only queition that remains, and by 
anſwering of which, I ſhall be brovght to the 
cloſe of the inquiry, is this; Have infants a 
right to chriſtian baptiſm ? Lo this I reply, I. 
That thoſe perſons who have a right to be mem- 
bers, ſhould certainly be admitted to member- 
ſhip ; i. e. ſolemnly recogniſed. And the reaſon 
is, becauſe every one ſhould have his right. 2. 
If perſons, who have a right to be members, 
ſhould be received to memberthip ; then, they 
are to be received, either without baptiſm, or 
with it. I ſuppoſe none will ſay they are to be 
received without baptiſm ; for then, if one may 
>e ſo received, ſo may all, and thus baptiſm will 
be excluded. 1 expect no oppoſition from a 
Baptiſt in this place. For if the right of in- 
fants to memberſhip be once evinced, the op- 
poſition of a Baptiſt is over. And therefore, if 
he be able to do any thing in this controverſy, 
it muſt he done before it comes to this. On the 
other hand, it no perſon is to be received to 
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memberſhip without baptiſm ; then every one, 
who ſhould be received, muſt of neceflity be 
baptized. And to the concluſion of the whole 
will be this: Since infants, therefore, have a 
rig ht to meniberthip, and all who have ſuch 
right muſt be received as members, and none 
ſhould be received without being baptized : then 
it follows, that as infants have a right to be re- 
ceived, they muſt alſo have a right to be bap- 
tized ; becauſe they cannot be reccived without 
baptitm, 


CHAPTER III. 


AVING advanced what I judged eſſential 
on both fides, I will now, agreeable to 
my deſign, give the reader a ſcheme of the 
whole. By this {ſcheme the reader will be able 
to diſcover what is common to both ſides, and 
what is the neat force of each. It was in this 
way, the ſubje& preſented itlelf to my mind, 
after I was led a ſecond time to take it under 
conſideration, And I pertuade myſelf, that, by 
adopting this method, the reader will be more 
capable of judging, in this controverted queſtion, 
which fide of the two is the ſtronger, and conſe- 
quently which is the true one. I will place the 
whole on one page, that the reader may have it 
at once under his eye. I ſhall place thoſe Scrip- 
tures, that weigh equal on both ſides, at the top of 
the page; and the arguments againſt infant 
baptiſm in one column, and thoſe for their bap- 
tiſm in the other. I do this, becaufe I know of 
no method more fair, or more calculated to lead 
to the truth, as it in Jeſus, 
A Scheme 
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ON BAPTISN. _ 
A Scheme of the Controverſy on Baptiſm. 


I. Thoſe places of ſcripture which are common to both 
fdes, viz. Baptiits and Pædobaptiſts. Matt, iii. 6, “ And 
were baptized of him in Jordan, confeſſing their ſins.“ Mark 
xvi. 16. „ Heihat believeth and is baptized ſhall be ſaved.“' 
Acts ii. 41. * Then they that gladly received his word, 
were bapuzed.“ Acts viii. 27. And Philip ſaid, if thou 
believett with all thine heart, thou niayeſt,“ Wc. 

N. B. Theſe places, and others of the ſame kind, as they 
prove the baptiſm of an adult to be right, are expreſſive of the 
{entiment of Bzptifts and Pziobaptifts with reſpect to an adult 
ſubie& : For both think it right to baptize an adult. And 
as they prove equally on both ſides, they cannot be urged by 
either party againſt the other. 

II. Thoſe arguments, which are peculiar to each, com- 

are, ; 
i N. B. The queſtion is not of adults, in this both are 
agreed: But, „Are infants to be baptized ?*? 


Argumenis azainſt In- Arguments for Infunt 
ant Baptiſm. Baptiſm. 

1. Whoever has a right to 1. God has inſtituted in 
a poſitive ordinance muft be | his church the memberſhip of 
expretsly mentioned, as hav- | infants, and ad mitted them to 
ing that right; but infants | it by a religious rite, | 
are not ſo mentioned, with 2. The church-member- 
reſpe& to baptiſm: There- | ſhip of infants was never ſet 
fore infants are not to be bap- {| aſide, by God or man; and 
tized, | conſequently continues in 

2. The ſcriptures require | force to the preſent day, 
faith and repentance, in or-] N. B. The Baptiſts admit 
der to baptiſm ; but infants | the firſt. The other is, by a 
have not faith or repentance: | variety of evidence, clearly 
Therefore infants arenat pro- | evinced. | 
per ſubjects of baptiſm, | 


Corall —As God has conſtitute 
ed infants church members, they 
ſhould be received to memberſhip, 
becauſe-God has conſtituted it, 

Dilemma. Since infants muſt 
be received to memberſhip ; they 
muſt be received without baptiſm, 
or with it: But none muſt be re- 
ceived Without baptiſmz and, 
therefore, as infants muſt be re- 
| ceived, they mult of neceſſity be 
bapt:zed, 
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I ſhall now only make a few remarks, on this 
ſcheme of the controverſy, and ſo conclude this 
part of the ſubject. 

1. At the top of the page, I have cited ſome 
paſſages of Scripture, which ſupport the ſenti— 
ment of both parties, that is, the propriety of 
baptizing an adult profeſſing faith, &c. Iheſe, 
and {uch like {criptures, which for want of room 
1 have not ſet down, prove as much on one ſide 
as on the other: And, therefore, I have ſaid they 
are common to both parties. My deſign in 
placing them at the head of the Scheme, is to 
detect an error incident to Baptiſts in general; 
namely, a ſuppoſition that ſuch texts prove only 
on their fide, and againſt the ſentiments of Pæ- 
dopatiſts. I have obſerved this error, in every 
Baptiſt with whom J have converſed, both before 
and ſince my preſent ſentiments have been 
known. IT once aſked a worthy Baptiſt miniſter, 
what he thought were the ſtrongeſt arguments 
againſt Pxdobaptiſts? He immediately had recourſe 
to ſuch paſſages as are ſet down in the Scheme. I 
told him, that theſe were ſo far from being the 
ſtrongeſt, that they were no arguments at all 
againſt Pædobaptiſts; but rather proved on their 
fide, in common with Baptiſts. My friend won- 
dering at this, I obſerved, that Pædobaptiſts as well 
as Baptiſts held adult baptiſm ; and as theſe paſ- 
ſages only prove adult baptiſm, they prove no- 
thing more than what is held by both. When 
I had made the matter ſufficiently plain, our con- 
verſation on this ſabje& ended. He, however, 
called on me the next day, and faid, I am really 
{ſurpriſed at what you ſaid yeſterday, and could 
hardly ſleep for thinking of it. 

The error I am guarding againſt, is that of 
claiming an excluſive right to thoſe Ss 
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which do not excluſively belong to them. It is 
by means of this common error, that the Bap- 
tiſt cauſe is maintained; for it gives it the ap- 
pearance of ſtrength, when in reality it has none. 
Mr. Booth ſhall come forward as an. example, 
ſince he is as deeply tinctured with this error as 
any of his brethren. In vol. ii. p. 415, he ſays, 
„The Baptiſts have no need of ſubterfuge to 
evade the force of any argument formed upon 
it [1 Cor. vii. 14.] is plain, I humbly conceive, 
5 from the preceding reflections. No, while they 
have both precept and example on their fide, 
&c.”-—Both precept and example on their fide | 
Let us examine the phraſe. Pray, Mr. Booth, 
what do you mean by the Baptiſts' tide? Do 
you mean adult baptiſm? If ſo, it is only paſ- 
ting a deception upon the reader; for you mult 
know that Pædobaptiſts have no diſpute with 
you upon that ſubject. You certainly know that 
they both hold and practiſe adult baptiim as well 
as you, and that what you call your ſide is no 
more your's than their's. But do you mean the 
denial of infant baptilm? This you thould mean 
when you diſtinguith your fide fron their's ; for 
herein it is that you.and Pædobaptiſts take differ- 
ent fides, as they affirm, and youdeny, that :niants- 
are tit ſubjets of baptiſm. If to, then yUU al- 
firm that Baptiſts have both precept and example 
for the denial of infant baptiſm, which is ideed 
properly your fide. No, Sir, very far from it; 
you have neither precept nor example, on your 
fide, in all the word of God. You have nothing 
in the world on your fide, but two poor ſophiſmis, 
. e. a pair of bad arguments, which I have 

placed together in one column. 
But the truth is, when you ſpeak of the Bap- 
tilts' ide, as having both precept and example, 
„ you. 
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ou only mean that adult baptiſm has theſe. 
ray, Sir, do you and Pædobaptiſts take oppoſite 
ſides on the article of adult baptifm ? If not, why 
is it your fide ſo peculiarly ? You have ſaid in 
this quotation that the Baptiſts have no need of 
ſubterfuge: Good Sir, what is a ſubterfuge ? Is 
it an invaſion—a deception ? Why do you call 
that your fide excluſively, which is no more 
your's than it is that of Pædobaptiſts? Was it 
becauſe your own real fide | the denial of infant 
baptiſm] was weak? And did you with, by a 
dextrous ſhift, to make it paſs for ſtrong ? Pray, 
Mr. B., is not this a ſubterfuge? It is very ex- 
traordinary that you ſhould fly to ſubterfuge, and 
in that very place too where you ſay the Bap- 
tiſts do not need any. For whereas moſt diſ- 
putants make uſe of ſubterfuges only when they 
actually need them, you mult be a genius of a 
very peculiar caſt indeed, to make ule of a ſub- 
terfuge, even where you affirm there is no need 
of any ſuch thing. 

By this the reader may perceive how neceſ- 
fary it is to keep theſe things clear in bis own 
mind, if he withes to form a judgment on this 
ſubje& according to truth; fer though the Bap- 
tiſts' ſide has in reality no ftrength at all, yet x 
acquires the appearance of it from the miſre— 
preſentation which I have endeavoured to ex- 
poſe. I have, therefore, been the more deſirous 
of placing this matter in a fair light; becauſe, 
though frequently called to ſpeak on the ſub- 
ject, I was not for ſome years aware of the de- 
ception. Let the reader keep in view thoſe 
Scriptures at the top of the Scheme, which weigh 
equally on both ſides, while I paſs to the two 
columns, where the arguments of both are 
placed in oppolition to each other; and by com- 
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paring theſe, we ſhall ſee which is the ſtronger, 
and, therefore, which is the true ſide of the 
queſtion. + | «5 + 

2. If the reader will turn to the Scheme, he 
will ſee, on the left column, what is the neat 
ſtrength of the Baptiſt fide, and what arguments 
they produce againſt the baptiſm of infants. I 
have there ſet down two arguments which are 
urged by Baptiſts: The one taken from a want 
of expreſs. precept or example to baptize infants ; 
the other from their want of capacity to believe 
and repent, &c. ITheſe two are the only argu- 
ments they can produce; and if they are not 
good, they have nothing good to urge. With 
reſpect to the firit, that there is no expreſs com- 
mand or example for baptizing infants, the ſame 
is true reſpecting female communion ;. and fo 
this argument, if it were good, would have a 
double effect: It would exclude infants from 
baptiſm, and females from the Lord's ſupper. 
And then as the Baptiſts would be right in refuſ- 
ing to baptize infants, they would be wrong in 
admitting temales to the Lord's ſupper; but, on 
the contrary, if women have a right to the 
Lord's table, though there be no expreſs law ar 
example for their admiſſion, then the argument 
is good for nothing. | ſhall ſay more upon this 
when I come to examine Mr. B.'s defence of 
temale communion. 

As to the other argument, I mean. that taken 
from the incapacity of infants to believe and re- 
pent, it is nothing more than a ſophiſm. 1 have 
diſcovered its fallacy by applying it to different 
caſes; and in the ſame way that it proved againft 
infant baptiſm, it would have proved againſt in- 
fant circumcifion—againſt the baptiſm of Chriſt 
—againſt the temporal ſubſiſtence of infants— 
And, 
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and, laſtly, againſt their eternal ſalvation, I 
have likewiſe ſhown wherein its fallacy conſiſt- 
ed, viz. in bringing more into the gonclu- 
fion than was in the premiſes: All this the 
reader may obſerve by recurring to te place 
where it is examined. Ihe conſequence is, that 
the Baptiſts have nothing to place aganit infant 
baptiim hut two unſound, deceitful arguments. 
'I'his is the ſum total of the Baptiſt fide ; but if 
any Baptiſt think he 1s able either to maintain 
theſe two arguments, or to produce any thing 
better, I feriouſly invite him to the taſk. 

3, On the oppoſite column I have placed the 
arguments for infant baptiſm. "The whole con- 
fiſts of three parts: 1. That God formed a church 
on earth, and conſtituted infants members of 
that church :—2. That the memberſhip of in- 
fants has never been ſet afide by any order of 
God; conſequently it {till remains:—3. That as 
infants have a divine right to memberſhip, they 
muſt be received as members; and às they muſt 
not be received without being baptized, they 
muſt he baptized in order to be received. 

Theſe are the arguments in one column, 
which are to be compared with thoſe two on the 
Baptiſt ide in the other; and by comparing them 
together, the reader may ſce on which fide the 
evidence preponderates, and conſequently on 
which ſide the truth actually lies. There are 
three parts on the right column, which link into 
each other, and torm a ſtrong chain of evidence, 
to be placed in oppoſition to two falſe argu- 
ments, which conſtitute the whole force on the 
Baptiſt fide ; that 1s, there is ſomething to be 
placed againſt nothing — ſubſtantial evidence 
againſt a pair of ſophitms : that the reader may 


ſee which has the ſtronger fide, and which the 
true. 
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true. As far as concerns myſelf, I only ſay I 
have, after many ſupplications for the beſt teach - 
ing, examined, compared, and decided, and am 
well ſatisfied with the decifion. Thus much for 
the compariſon ; a few words on the evidence, 
by itſelf, will finiſh this part of the buſineſs. 

Ihe nature of this proof, on the fide of infants, 
is ſuch, that Baptiſts can only attack it in one 
part: c. g. If I affirm, as in the firſt part, that 
God did conſtitute infants members of his church, 
the Baptiſts grant they were once church-mem- 
bers. If I affirm, as in the third, that every one 
who has a right to be a church-member, has a 
right to be baptized, they are compelled to grant 
that too. So there remains but one point on 
which a Baptiſt can form an attack, and that 1s 
the ſecond part, wherein I ſay, that the church- 
memberſhip of infants having been once an inſti- 
tution of God, was never ſet aſide either by God 
immediately, or by any man acting under his au- 
thority. This is the point then that decides the 
queſtion, —I will ſpend a few words in vindicat- 
ing this turning point againſt the argumentum ad 
hyminem made uſe of by Mr. Booth. | 

In ſupport of this I have argued from five to- 
pics : God's method of acting in bringing the 
Gentiles into a church ſtate ;—there never was 
a law of God to ſet their memberſhip aſide ;— 
the Jews, in Chriſt's time, had no apprehenſion 
of any ſuch thing ;—Chriſt {poke of infants as 
actually belonging to the church, and his Apoſ- 
tle placed them in the ſame relation to baptiſm 
as they had been in to circumciſion ;—and St. 
Paul, in conformity to this ſcheme, baptized fa- 
milies, particularly the jailer and all his ſtraight- 
way. Zach of theſe is already ſet forth, and 
evinced in its proper place, 


But 
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But what do the Baptiſts place againſt this 
evidence? Mr. Booth, in anſwering Dr. Wil- 
liams on this ſubject, does neither produce one 
Scripture to prove that the church-memberſhip 
of infants, which he grants to have exitted once, 
was ever ſet aſide; nor does he anſwer thoſe 
Scriptures which the Doctor had alleged to evince 
the continuance of their memberthip. What 
then does Mr. B. co? Whoever will be at the 
pains to read his books, will find his mode of 
reaſoning to be of this Kind. He inſtances a 
variety of things belonging to the Jewiſh church, 
ſuch as its being national—its prieſthood—its 
tithes its various puriſications—its holy places, 
holy garments, &c.; and then argues molt erro— 
neouſly, that as theſe things are done away, the 
memberthip of infants muſt be done away too, 
This, I ſay, is the mode of his arguing, and in- 
deed the only argument he brings, as may be 
ſeen by any one who reads his works with care. 
Now this reaſoning of his 1s guilty of a very 
egregious abſurdity, and a very material error in 
point of chronology. 

I. A very egregious abſurdity. Mr. B. ſeems 
to conſider the various rites, &c. of the Jewiſh 
church as being ſo incorporated and interwoven 
with the members of that church, that the rites 
and they become eſſentially the fame ; and then, 
if the rites be taken away, he fancies that the 
very eſſence of the church is ſo deſtroyed or al- 
tered, that infant memberſhip is gone of courſe. 
Let any one weigh Mr. B.'s reaſoning in vol. ii. 
p. 37, and underſtand him on any other than this 
abſurd principle if he can. © An Apoſtle,” ſays 
he, „has taught us, that the ancient prieſthood 
being changed, there is made of neceſſity a 
change alſo in the law. That is, as Dr. Owen 
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explains it, the whole law of commandments 
contained in ordinances, or the whole law of 
Molcs, ſo far as it was a rule of worthip and 
obedience unto the church; for that law it is 
that followeth the fates of the prieſthood.” 
Very well. That law was changed, which was 
a rule of worthip and obedience to the church ; 
but what has this to do with changing the 
church? Is a church changed becauſe the rule, 
which directed its worſhip, is changed? I won- 
der much why Dr. Owen 1s here introduced, un- 
leſs it be to paſs off au-ablurdity under the fanc- 


tion of a great name, as nothing can be more. 


contrary to what Mr. B. is going to ſay than this 
quotation from the Doctor. | 

Now fee Mr. Þ.'s curious reaſoning. “ We 
may therefore adopt the lacred writer's principle 
of reaſoning, and ſay, the conſtitution of the vi- 
ſible church being manifeſtly and eflentially al- 
tered, the law, relating tv qualifications for com- 
munion in it, muſt of neceſſity be changed. 
Contequently no valid inference can be drawn 
from the memberthip of infants, under the for- 
mer diſpenſation, to a {imilarity of external pri- 
vilege under the new covenant.” Now in what 
way could the conititution of the church be ef- 
ſentially altered by a change in the law of ordi- 
nances, unleſs upon that abſurd idea that the or- 
dinances and members were ſo compounded and 
incorporated with each other, as to form, in 
this incorporated ſtate, the very etlence of the 
church ? 

One thing we may remark in this quotation, 
which is, that Mr. B. grants infants to have 


been church members under the former diſpen- 


ſation. 'I'his is granting my firſt argument for 
infant baptiſm; there is only one more to be 
maintained, 
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maintained, viz. That the memberſhip of in- 
fants has never been annulled; and this being 
evinced, the oppoſition of a Baptiſt is at an end, 
ſince he cannot by any means deny the conclu- 
fion. And now the whole debate is brought into 
this narrow limit—has the church-memberſhip 
of infants at any time been ſet aſide, or has it 
not? I have advanced five arguments to prove 
it never has been ſet aſide. Mr. B. ſays it has. 
If you atk him to prove it, he tells you * the 
* conſtitution of the viſible church is manifeſt! 
and eſſentially altered.” If you aſk him how he 
proves this efleutial alteration ? he tells you that 
tithes, and purifications, and prieſthood, and 
other things of this kind belonging to the Mo- 
faic code, are changed and taken away; and 
then moſt abſurdly infers, that infant member- 
thip is taken away too: As if a member of a 
church and a Moſaic rite had been the ſame ; 
as if infant memberihip, which was long before 
Nofes, had been nothing more than a Molaic 
rite. 

The Apoſtle does indeed ſay, „The prieſt- 
hood being changed, there is made of neceſſity 
a change allo of the law.” The prieſthood im- 
pited ſervants of the church to miniſter in holy 
things; the law was a commandment contained 
in ordinances, and was, as Dr. Owen ſaid, a rule 
of worſhip and obedience to the church. The 
prieſts, who were to miniſter, and the law, 
which was to regulate, were both changed. 
Well, and what then? Why, according to Mr. 
B., the argument will run thus: The prieſts were 
changed, and the rule of worſhip was changed, 
theretore the church was eſſentially altered, 
therefore ivfanis were excluded. —ls not this a 
good inference, 'i'he prieſts were changed, 1 
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f5re infants were excommunicated ! It might 
have been ſo, if the prieſts had all been infants; 
but even then it would only have concluded 
againſt infant prieſts. Every argument Mr. B. 
has brought againſt the continuance of infant 
church- memberſhip is of the ſame kind—tithes, 
purifications, holy places, &c. and of thele the 
reader may take which he pleaſes, and infer ac- 
cordingly. Tithes are abrogated, therefore in- 
fants are excluded. Puritications are ſet ahde, 
ther2fore infants are ſhut out. Holy places, &c. 
are no more, therefore—not ſo fait—lt Mr. B. is 
to make good his concluſion againſt the perpe- 
tuity of infant memberſhip from that datum of 
the Apoſtle, * „Ihe prieſthood being changed,” 
let him have the liberty of wording his own ar- 
gument—l have no objection to this—let him 
roceed. | 

The conſtitution of the viſible church being 
eſſentially altered” Stop Pray, Sir, is this the 
Apoitle's principle of reaſoning ? Do you, by that 
ſentence, mean the ſame as is expreſſed by the 
:\poſtle, © 'The prieſthood being changed!“ If 
you do, I will not contend for a word. Proceed 
— The conſtitution of the viſible church [that 
is the prieſthood] being eſſentially altered or 
changed, the law, relating to qualifications for 
communion in it {that is, in the prieſthood }, 
muſt of neceſſity be changed: Conſequently [be- 
cauſe the prieſthood is changed] no valid infer- 
ence can be drawn from the memberſhip of in- 
tants | that is, in the prieſthood] under the for- 
mer diſpenſation, to a ſimilarity of external ꝓri- 
vilege under the new covenant.” Pere conclu- 


fum eft a dato ſcriptoris ſacri And an excellent 


argument it is againſt all thoſe who mean to 
bring up their infants to be Jewiſh prieſts, 
Ah, 
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Ah, aliguis erro, latet / Mr. B. did 
to conclude ſo: Ile js diſputing 


datum. IIe is certainly at liberty to dif, 


menbers of it, | am very ſuſpicious that Mr. B., 

ake out a better concluſion, meant to pat; 
It upon the reader, that the Apoſtle's expreſſion, 
« 2s Pric/thngd being changed,” and 7 ; 


the Conſlitutiny of the Sfb church being Suti. 


it is not much to bis honour ; It muſt 

© to hypotheſis than 
think, it aroſe from that 
he ſcems to entertain that 
nd ordinances, which were 
ſlentially the ſame 
to which they were given. And 
lurd princi le that his Oppoſition to 


know that from the time of Abraham to that of 


tical prieſthood, there was no inſtitution of tithes, 
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the continuance of infant memberſhip is carried 
on; he turns the prieſthood into a church, and 
every inſtitute into an infant, and then contem- 
plates the change of the one, and the removal of 
the other. In the change of prieſthood he ſees- 
nothing hut an eſſential change in the church, and 
fancies the removal of inſtitutes to be the removal 
of infants. And now he will adopt the principle 
of the ſacred writer: Ihe prieſthood is changed, 
therefore the church is eflentially altered 3 this 
inſtitute is taken away, there goes an infant ; 
that inſtitute is abrogated, there goes another in- 
fant; and now all the inftitutes are gone, and 
now all the infants are gone but 1 leave Mr. 
B.'s abſurdity, and notice, 

II. A very material error in point of chrono- 
logy. With refpe& to chronology, molt perſons 


inſtituting the prieſthood, Moſaic rites, &c., we 
may reckon about four hundred years. During 
this ſpace of time, the church, in which intants 
were members, was not national; it had no levi- 


nor was the Moſaic code of rites yet formed. Al! 
we know of the church is, that its members con- 
ſiſted of adults and infants, who were initiated by 
the ſame rite; that ſacrifices were offered ; and, 
it is probable, that the father of the family, or 
ſome reſpectable perſon, did officiate in their aſ- 
iemblies as a prieſt. Here is a congregational . 
church, a ſimple worſhip, and ſome creditable 
officiating prieſt. 

If we carry our views forward, we ſhall ſee 
that church, which at firſt was congregational, 
become a national church ; the worthip that was 
once imple, under the direction of the Moſaic 
code; and inftead of a prieſt choſen by the peo- 
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ple, a regular prieſthood is ordained of God. 
Now whether we view the congicgational or na- 
tional form, the ſimple or complex worſhip, the 
regular or regular prieſthood, we ſce no altera- 
tion in the conſtitution of the church, much leſs 
an efiential one, as it reſpected the members of 
which it was compoſed. If, therefore, the paſ- 
{ing from congregational to national, from a ſim- 
ple to a complex worſhip, from an irregular to a 
regular prieithood, produced no cilential altera- 
tion in the church members, then ſhould all this 
be reverſed, ſhould there be a change from na- 
tional to congregational, from a complex to a 
imple worſhip, from a regular to an irregular 
prietthoud—Every man in his ſenſes mult fee 
that this can no more alter the eflence of the 
church than the other did. 

I obſerve that Mr. B., in oppoſing the continu- 
ance of infant memberſhip, takes care not to go 
too far back; the period of Moſaic rites ſuits him 
beſt, and chere he fixes: For this æra, as he vainly 
ſuppoſes, furniſhes him with weapons which he 
does not ſparingly ule, eſpecially againſt a diſſent- 
ing miniſter. Here he finds not only infant mem—- 
berſhip, but a national church, a prieſthood, 
tithes, and inſtitutes of various kinds. Now, ſays 
Mr. B. when reaſoning with a diflenting minit- 
ter, (by a clergyman his weapons would be el- 
teemed as rotten wood) “ It you will plead for 
the continuance of infant membertihip, which [I 
grant to have exiſted, you mult allo admit a na- 
tional church; you mult call yourſelf a priett, 
and wear holy garments, and turn your commu— 
nion-table into an altar, and demand tithes, and 
call your meeting a holy place.” But why all 
this? Becauſe, ſays he, all theſe things belonged 
to the ſame diſpenſation as infant W 
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did; and ſo if you take one, you muſt even take 
all, and then you will have a tolerable body of 
Judaitm. | ö 
Though this argument of his is ſo exceedingly 
weak, that no one need be under any apprehen- 
ſion ſhould it remain quietly in his poſſefſion; I. 
mean, nevertheleſs, to take the liberty of chang- 


ing his place, and fixing him in that ſtation, in 


which he ſhall feel himſelf totally deprived of 
its aſſiſtance. 

Mr. B. muſt certainly know, that the national 
form of the church, the inſtitution of prieſthood, - 
tithes, and other Moſaic ordinances, were of a 
much later date than infant church- memberſhip. 
] take the liberty, therefore, of changing Mr. 
B.'s ſtanding. and putting him as far back as the 
patriarchal age, the times of Abraham, Iſaac, 
ard Jacob. And now having placed Mr. B. 
an.ong the patriarchs, I with him to take a view 
of their eceleſiaſtical affairs, and to indulge me 
at the tame time with a little free converſation 
on that ſubject. 

Now, Sir, what do you perceive in this age of 
the church? Here you fee the venerable pa— 
triarchs, obedient to the divine order, admitting 
infants to church-memberthip. But, on <& » 
other hand, you ſee here no national church, no 
inſtituted prieſthood, no law of tithes, nor indeed 
any Mofaic rites. Your favourite argument 
againſt the continuance of infant-memberthip, 
derived from a national church, the levitical 
prieſthood, tithes, &c. is, by falling back about 
the {pace of three hundred years, fairly and irre- 
coverably loſt. You had formed fo cloſe a con- 
nexion between infant-memberthip, a national 
church, a pricithood, tithes, and Motaic rites ; 
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as if they all roſe into exiſtence at the ſame 
time, and were all to expire together. But here 
they ſtand oatinly apart ; infant-memberthip is 
in no alliance with a national church, is totall 
unconnected with levitical prieſthood, and has 
nothing at all to do with Molaic inſtitutes. The 
cloſe union you fancied exiſted between theſe 
docs here vanith away. And now, Sir, what will 
you do with a diſſenting miniſter in this caſe ? 
Your argumentum ad heminem, the only argument 
you had, is loſt. 
Loft, did I ſay !—Nay, now I think of it, it is 
not loſt neither. Oh no! ſo far from it, that 
I believe | can put you'in a way, whereby you 
may manage your matters to far greater advan- 
tage. For though, by putting you back to the 
patriarchal age, 1 deprive you. of thole topics 
with which you have been able to combat a dil- 
ſenting miniſter, tz. a nationas church, an in- 
ſtituted pricſthood, Moſaic rites, &c.; yet all is 
not loſt, you will here find topics, which, if ma— 
naged with dexterity, will make no inconfider- 
able Zope on a clergyman. You obſerve, 
Sir, tunt infant memberſhip has nothing to do 
with a national church, prieftthood, tithes, &c. ; 
Athen, thould any clergyman rite to defend 
e continuance of infant mem berthip, you may 
fay to him: My good Sir, if you intift upon in— 
fant church. memberſhip now, which | mytelf 
grant to have exiſted in the times of Abraham, 
Haac, and jacob; pity obſerve the conſequence ; 
you muit relinquilt tle idea of a national 
Church, you muſt cafe to call yourſleit a pricit, 
vou mutt } y afide your holy garments, and, 
1 , Yu multi give up all your titles. For, 
if „ou will ve a patriarchal profetlor in infant 
member: ip, YOu Qull be io in every thing 8 
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If you will conform to the patriarchs in one par- 
ticular ; in the name of conſiſtency and common 
honeſty, I aſk, why are you not a conformiſt in 
every particular? 

You ſee, Mr. B. that this is argumentum ad ho- 
minem againit a clergyman with a witneſs, and 
will make him feel according to its importance ; 
for certainly it will bring him into as great a dif- 
ficulty as your other argument of the ſame kind 
brought Dr. Williams.— Well, what a happy in- 
vention! Here is an expedient, by which you 
will be able to annoy either a clerical, or a n- 
con opponent. Before, when you fixed your ſta- 
tion among the Moſaic rites, you could only act 
with advantage againſt a nen- con; but now, if 
you only ſtep back three hundred years, you 
may emplo your artillery as fuccetsfully againſt 
a clerical antagoniſt. And thus by flepping 
backward or forward, according to the caſt of 
your adverſary, which is a thing eaftily done, you 
will have it in your power to urge ſomething 
againſt all comers. This is one or the beſt in- 
ventions in the world for vour cauſe; for as you 
ſtand forth as a great diſputant againſt infant 
memberſhip, it is probable you will meet with 
antagoniſts of all kinds, This exvedient—like 
the two edges of a (word, or the two horns of a 
dilemma—will enable you to meet an adverſary 
at all points. Should you attack a diſſenting mi— 

iſter, be ture you fix upon Moſaic rites ; but if 
a clergyman thould prove an antagoniit, you 
Know your Cue, quit that ſtation, and fall back 
to the patriarchal age; and ſo by humouring the 
buiine(s, you will be a match for both. IExcule 
my oticiouſnets in ſuggeſting any thing, efpeut- 
ally ty you, who are fo well verſed in all the 
\ turns 
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turns of diſputation; I only do it, becauſe tis 
thought icemed to eſcape you. 

Candid Reader, I have now done with this 
part of the ſuhjcct, and have only to ſay, that of 
all the miſerable oppotitions, that were ever ſet 
up agaiait an ordinance of God, I mean infant 
memberthip in its perpetuity, I think there never 
was a mule nuerable oppotition than this. The 
Baptiſts grant infant church memberſhip to have 
exiſted unce. I have affirmed that it ſtill exiſts; 
and this being proved, the oppoſition of a Bap- 
tiſt is at an end. I have argued from five dif- 
ferent topics in proof of the perpctuity of infant 
men:berihip. Mr. B. who dcnics this. urges 
againſt it one ſolitary argument; and that even 
the weakeſt of all arguments, the ar2umentum ad 
hominem ; and this tame tolitary weak argument 
is founded on a groſs abturdity ; and finally, by 
removing Mir. B. from the Moſaic rites to the 
patriarcha! age, this folitary abfurd argument 
vaniſhes like a ghoſt, and utterly forfſakes him. 


APPENDIX. 


A SHORT METHOD WITH THE BAPTISTS, 


IJ is a certain fact, that when any ſentiment is 
falie, it will appear the more gläringly fo the 
more it is examined, and the farther it is drawn 
out. I have been very attentive to the tendency . 
of Mr. Booth's reaſoning, and have pledged My 
ſelf more than once to take lome notice - it. 
When 
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When a writer does not with to be prolix in, an- 
ſwering a large work, it is beſt, if he think the 
work erroneous, to pitch upon ſome praeminent 
parts, in which the fallacy of the author is fut- 
ficlently palpable to run down and ruin his whole 
ſyſtem. I will adopt this method with Mr. B.'s 
performance, wherein he exprefles the ſenti- 
ments, and purſues the reaſoning of the Baptiſts 
in general. It is his ſecond edition of Pædobap- 
tiſm Examined, to which my attention will be 
chiefly directed, as that ſubject, on which I ſhall 
more directly animadvert, is not handled in the 
anſwer to Dr. Williams, the Doctor, in his piece, 
having urged nothing upon it. 

Ihe ſentiment of the Baptiſts, reſpecting a fit 
ſubject of the baptiſmal ordinance, divides itſelf 
into two parts: 'I hey afhirm that believing adults 
are fit fuhjects of baptiſm they deny that bap- 
tiſm ſhould be adminiſtered to infants. When 
ſupporting what they affirm, the ſubject runs very 
{ſmoothly ; and no man that I know, except per- 
haps a Quaker, will deny the concluſion. For m 
own part, | am as well perſuaded that a believing 
adult is a fit ſubject for baptiſm as ever I was in 
my life; and I neither have, nor mean to ſay, 
one word againſt it. This is the common ſenti- 
ment of Baptiſts and Pædobaptiſts, and 1s not, as 
Mr. B. falſely and boaſtingly calls it, the Bap- 
tiſts' fide. As far, therefore, as the proof of 
adult baptiſm goes, it is all very well, and ex- 
ceedingly plain from Scripture, and is admitted, 
without diſpute, by both parties. 

But when the Baptiſts are brought to anſwer 
for their negative part, vg. infants are not to be 
baptized, their difficulties inſtantly commence, 
and the mode they adopt of conducting the de- 
bate, drives. them into ſuch extremitics, as * 

| the 


perate with Others to ruin It, 


undertake to Prove that, According to the prin- 


ſyſtem, and give it the Ppearance of Contiſt. 
NCy, are under the neceſſity of maintaining the 
right of temales to the Lord's table, upon the 
ame Principle on which they oppoſ e infant bap- 


ants in 
the ancient church, and their being, all infants 
as they Were, the lubjects of a religious rite, the | 

aptiſts do not deny the fact op their member. 
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ſhip ; but, in order to evade the conſequence, 
they lay violent hands on the church, the mem- 
berſhip, and the inititutcd religious rite, and in 
this way they e:.deavour tc eflect their eſcape, — 
This is the third, thing. 1, therefore, undertake 
to prove that, according i their principles and 
reaſonings, the ever bletied God had no church 
in this world for at leaſt fifteen hundred years. 

Here are, therefore, three things that arite out 
of the Baptiſt ſyſtem, and which if fairly evinced, 
are ſufficient to ruin that ſyſtem out of which 
they arile : 

1. That, according to the principles and rea— 
ſonings of the Baptiſts, a woman, however qua- 
lified, can have no right at all to the Lord's 
table. 

2. That the Baptiſts, in oppoſing infant bap- 
tiſm, and defending female communion, do thift 
their ground, contradict themſelves and prevari- 
cate molt pitifully. 

3, That, according to their principles and 
mode of reaſoning, God had no church in this 
world for at leaſt fifteen hundred years. 

Theſe things 1 undertake to make out from 
the works of that venerable champion on the 
Baptiſt fide, the Rev. Mr. Abraham Booth. 

1 will begin with the firſt of theſe, vg. That, 
according to the principles, &c. of the Baptiſts, 
no woman, howeyer qualified, can have any 
right to the Lord's table. But before I proceed 
to the proof, it will be neceſſary to hee to 
the reader, that baptiſm and the Lord's ſupper 
are both conſidered by Mr. B. as poſitive ordi- 
nances, which I will not diſpute with him, but 
do grant them to be ſuch. 'The reader, there- 
tore, will remark, that as Mr. B.'s reaſoning, by 
which he oppoſes infant baptiſm, is founded up- 

on 
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on this, that baptiſmq; is a poſitive inſtitute ; the 
lame reaſoning is allo applicable to the Lord's 
ſupper, becaule that is likewiſe a poſitiye rite. 
This Mr. B. will not deny, nor can he* deny it, 
without overturniag his owa ſyſtem. Then, as the 
inſtitutes are both politive, and the ſame reaſon- 
ing will apply to both, I undertake to prove, 

1. That according to the principles and rea- 
ſonings of the Baptiſts, a woman, however qua- 
lifted, can have no right at all to the Lord's 
ſupper. 

'That I may make this matter as plain as poſ- 
ſible to the reader, it will be needful to ſet down 
various topics from which female right to the 
Lord's ſupper may be, or 1s at any time, evinced. 
I fay then if women have a right to the Lord's 


table, that right muſt be proved from ſome or 


all of the following conſiderations: vis, From 
their being in the favour of God—from their 
fitneſs for ſuch an ordinance as godly perſons— 
from the benefit it may be to them—trom their 
church-memberthip from their baptiſm—or, 
lattly, from ſome exprels precept or example in 
the word of God. Let us form each of theſe 

into a queſtion, . 
Queſtion 1. Can the right of women to the 
Lord's table be proved from their intereſt in 

God's favour * ; 
Anſwer. Mr. Booth ſays, No. Vol. it. p. 227. 
« But ſuppoſing it were clearly. evinced that all 
the children of bciievers are intereſted in the co- 
venant of grace, it would not certainly follow 
that they are entitled to baptiſm. For baptiſm, 
being a branch of poſitive worſhip [and fo the 
Lord's ſupper], depends entirely on the-ſovereign 
will of its author; which will, revealed in poſi— 
tive precepts, or by apoſtolic examples, is the 
only 
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n “ So far is it 
from being a fact, that an intereſt in the 156 
cove nat, and a title to poſitive inſtitutes ¶baptiſm 
and the Lord's ſupper], may be inferred the. ohe 
from the other.” Page 228. All reaſoning 
from data of a moral kind is wide of the mark.” 

Note. No intereſt in the covenant of grace, 
or the new covenant, however clearly evinced, 
can give any right to a poſitive inſtitute, i. e. ei- 
ther to baptiſm or the Lord's ſupper. Then a 
woman, being in the covenant of grace, or in 
God's favour, has no right on that account to 
the Lord's ſupper ; for all this depends only on 
poſitive precept or example. 

Queſtion 2. Can the right of females be 
proved from their ſuitableneſs to that ordinance . 
as godly pertons ? 

nfiwer. Mr. Booth affirms it cannot. Vol. i. 
p. 227. But when our divine Lord addreſſing 
his diſciples in a poſitive command, ſays, * It ſhall 
be ſo;” or, when ſpeaking by an apoſtolic exam- 
ple, he declares, It is thus,” all our own rea- 
ſonings about fitneſs, expediency, or utility, muſt 
hide their impertinent heads.” Vol. ii. p. 228. 
This being the caſe, we may ſafely conclude 


that all reaſoning from data of a moral kind, and 


the ſuppoſed fitneſs of things, is wide of the 
mark.” Vol. ii. p. 389.” “ But were we to ad- 
nut the great Vitringa's preſumptions as facts, 
ix. That the uf of believing parents are 
ſanctified by the Holy Spirit, p. 377, yet while 
poſitive appointments are under the direction of 
poſitive laws, it would not follow that ſuch chil- 
dren ſhould be baptized.” 

Note. Our being ſanctiſied, and thereby poſ- 
ſeſſing a fitneſs for a poſitive inſtitute, gives us no 
right at all to that inſtitute, be it what it may. 
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rit; „that when Jehovah appointed 
fit- ritual worlhip, he left either e 
its ſubjects of it or the mode of adminiſtration to be 
ing inferred by the people, from the relation in 
int which they ſtood to himſelf, or from general no- 
| ral precepts, or from any branch of moral wor- 
ne ſhip.“ In anſwer to Dr. Williams, p. 4½1, 
"oh Mr. B. ſays, But had our author proved that 
infants are born members of the viſible church, 
I. it would not thence have been inferrible, inde- 
r pendent of a divine precept, or an apoſtolic ex- 
1 ample, that it is our duty to baptize them. For 
> as baptiſm is a poſitive inſtitute, &c.“ 
5 
, 


Tight of a ſubject to a poſitive ordinance frag 

"the relation he ſtands in to God, not even from 
charch-memberſhip; conſequently the mem 
berſhip of a female gives her no right to the 
Lord's table. * 

Queſtion 5. Can the right of females to the 
ſupper be proved from their baptiſm? 

Anſwer. No, ſays Mr. Booth. Vol. i. p. 22. 
Nor does it appear from the records of the Old 
Teſtament, that when Jehovah appointed any 

| 4 branch of ritual worſhip, he left either the fub- 
F | jects of it, or the mode of adminiſtration, to be 
9 inferred by the people, from the relation in 
which they ſtood to himſelf, or from the general 
moral precepts, Hor yet from any other well- 
known poſitive ritt“ Page 23. We cannot with 
p ſafety infer cither the mode br the ſubjeR of it 
[a poſitive ordinance] from any thing ſhort of a 
precept or a precedent recorded in Scripture, and 
relating to that very ordinance.” Ihis is the 
burden of Mr, B.'s ſons. 
Note. Baptiſm is a well-known poſitive rite ; 
and Mr, B. denies that the mode or ſubject of one 
4» Ig 2 ite 
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ſaying of Thales; the Grecian ſage was thank- 


human ſpeeies, and not a beaſt—that he was 
1 
arne, a man, and not a u oman.— 4. Beſides, when 


the Apoſtle delivered to the church at Corinth 


what he had received of the Lord, did he not 
deliver a command—a command to the whole 
church, confiſting of women as well as men ? 
When he further ſays, We, being many, are one 
bread uy one body; for we are all partakers of 
that one bread ; does he not ſpeak of women as 
well as a rien ?—5. Again, are there any pre-re- 
quiſites for the holy fupper, of which women 


fare not equally capable as men ?—6. And are 
not male and female one in Chriſt?“— This, is 
the whole of the defence, and 1 confeſs I have 


been often diverted in reading it; I thought it a 
curioſity as it came from the pen of Mr. B, 
who is ſo great an enemy to all inſerence and 
analogy reſpecting poſitive 1aftitutes | 

The whole of this defence I have divided into 
fix parts, and theſe, for the ſake of greater plain- 
neſs, are diſtinguiſhed by ſtrokes and figures. 


Mr. B., in theſe fix parts, aims at three diſtinct 


arguments: The firſt is taken from the word 
, Man, which includes the three ti:ſt 
parts; the ſecond is taken from NMul's addreſs to 
the church as a body, aud takes in the fourth 
part ; the chird 1s from the condition and quali- 
tication of females, and comprehends the two 
laſt parts. „ % 4 
Since Mr. B. offers this defence to the Public 
as proving an explicit warrant for female com- 
mun!on ; we muit, therefore, firſt of all lay down 
the preciſe idea of the term explicit. Explicit 
denotes that which is direct, open, and plain; 
and which immediately ſtrikes the mind without 
K 3 realoning 


vp 
*. 4 
I, 


e will not d 


mode 
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* * &. | * " 
"1 a | Well then, in the ſechnd place ; “Have we 


thus in Mt paſlage ?” 1 Cor. 28. The autho- 


t, ee Mr. B. © the authority of lexicogra- 


* is incomparably more, the 


anctigg ef common ſenſe, for underſtanding it 


zity of Jexigagraphers? and common ſen 
Here is pelp For the learned, a the unleahd, 


that both may be able, after cogſultation had, 
to pick out an explicit warrant! For my own 
part, I do not much like the labour of —_— 
= over lexicographers at the beſt of times, an 


"2X eſpecially for an explicit warrant ; f. e. a war- 


4” which ſhould be had without any labour 4 i 
eld have ſegt his inquirers to commental ** 


rant that ſtrikes the mind at once. I rather think. 


Mr. B. if he wiſhed people to a abs 


as Well! 1775 exicographiges, to know how the 
Ape tie the word if-Queſtion. But ſuppoſe 
we depen on the author theſe lexicogra- 
phers, it may ſtill be proper to aſk, how it is 
they know in what manner the Apoſtle uſed this 
word? Do they know by analogy, or by infer- 


ring from other premiſes? Ah! Mr. B. I fear 


theſe gentry would betray you. And to give 
you your due, you do not ſeem to place much 
confidence in them; for you ſay hat the au- 
thority of common ſenſe is incompambly more. 
Common ſenſe! Hardly one in five hun- 
dred is able to conſult a lexicographer, and there- 
fore Mr. B. in order to make his explicit war- 
rant explicit, furniſhes help to the unlearned. 
Well, common ſenſe, fince it pleaſes Mr. B. 
though you do not underſtand Greek, to ſubmit 
to your determination, whether e be an 
explicit word for a ra), ; and ſo, whether 
there be any explicit warrant for female com- 
munion: I will take the liberty of _— 2 
ew 


. X _ 
>» % m4 ot” 
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| ok; and, therefore, hè Wil even riſk his own 
putation rather than loſe His explicit warrant, 

He ventures in the third part to ſay, that, ( when 
"the ſexesare diſtinguithed and oppoſed, the word 


for a man's. not nes but ., This is Mr. 
B.'s ov, and he himſelf is accountable for it. 


Ihe aſſertion is made uſe of to give a colour to his 
explicit warrant; angyit was, no doubt, the ne- 
cCeſſity of his caſe that drove him to this. He had 
& preſſed the Pædobaptiſts through a great part of 
his 875 pages, to produce an explicit warrant for 
infant baptiſm; and having thereby forged a 
chain for himſelf, he is now entangled in his 
turn. It is ſufficient for me, in this place, to 
ſay, that this aſſertion of Mr. B. is utterly falſeg 
I have already preſented the reader with ninss 
teen inſtances out of theWeptuagint and New 
Teſtament, which lie dire againſt him. Mr. 
B., in order to paſs off this Mextion of his with a 
better grace, has given us à quotation, though 
not at all to the point, from Diogenes, out of his 
Life of Thales. What I have to ſay reſpecting 
the quotation is this, that had Diogenes, or any 
one elſe, affirmed the ſame as Mr. B. (which he 
has not, nor Thales neither), I would have 
linked them together as two falſe witneſſes. 
And I ſay farther, it ſeems a marvellous thing, 
that Mr. B. fhould be fo well acquainted with 
Thales, and his biographer Diogenes; and at 
— Ie time ſo exceſſively ignorant of his own 
ible. $7 4 
This is Mr. B.'s firſt argument to prove an ex- 
licit warrant ; and the parts of which it is com- 
poſed are three. It is ſaid, indeed, „a three-fold 
cord is not eaſily broken.” But Solomon did not 
man ſuch a cord as Mr. B.'s; his is what people 
commonly call a rope of-ſand, which will by no 
9 means 
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in this his power to ſhow it: There could, theretore, be 

next 15 neceſſity tu produce it again, and cipeciaily in 
plain e obſcure manner he has done. But if that be 
N ke command he intends, I defy hin to ſhow one 
econd explicit word for female Communion in any part 
> the of it. He has, indeed, in what he thought fit to 
Ourth advance upon it, ventured a preſumption, an in- 

His ference, and a faltehgod; of all which I have 
oftle ſpoken ſufficiently already. 

had But I rather think he means ſome other com- 
om. mand, becauſe he ttoduces it with the word, 
on- WF < bclides,” as if gtending ſome freſh matter. 
he And if ſo, I know to more than the pen in my 
ead hand, what command it is he drives at. It cer- 
hat tainly was His duty to have ſpecified what the 
ell command was; and if it was a command to re- 
1g ceive the Lord's ſupper, he ſhould then have 
N- proved that females were as explicitly named 
on therein as males. Does Mr. B. think, that, after 
n all he has ſaid aboutgmpreis commands, he him- 
No ſelf is to take any thing for granted; or to form 
N a concluſion by a gueſs? It muſt be "abſurd in 
] him, who, when he pretends to produce an ex- 
- plicit warrant, talks to his reader about ſome. 


| BY. unknown command; and then, inſtead of ſpeci- 
9 fying what this command was, and thowing that 
women were expreſsly named therein; leaves 


Him, in the beſt way he can, to conjecture 
W the whole. * 
1 Mr. B. having expreſſed himſelf en on 
; FR the firſt argument, did thereby lay himfelf open 


to detection, and it became an eaſy bufineſs to 
J expole him; but he has fived himſelf from that 
a in his ſecond argument merely by the obſcurit 
of his language. Saved himſelf, did I iv, by 
the obſcurity of his language? No, far fiom it. 
A man renders himſelf ſuſticiently ridiculous, 
| who. 


e a 


y analog . W 
tween t SY and inferenced - 


male an * 
me ” the fer? 


A 


S ds - 
nok r u RTE 


of his explicit 


! - 
Ten lays 


WaTrrant 
lo his 


er 
t, that thigh 8 


for fo. 
reader 


* 


SHA 


5 * 
0 = 
1 * 
8 . 
1 
* ye. = wy 
144 " 
7 n 
* 
1 "oy 
1 
11 
f N 
FPS N 
a « 0 
. 
* 5 hy 
\ $4 
* y 
Th bv 
3 x 
ws 
% "3 
AR 
* 
Te „ 
f 1 
Ko 
IT * 
IS 
F< 
ct 
N. 
1 * 
I . 6 
2. 
Wag 4 
* 
— 
1 


I — = 
— 8 
n : . DS - 6 


WITH THE BAPTISTS. 109 
AT 


- 
— 


8 = dead lift. We ſhould not deſpiſe any help, as 
der, we know not how ſoon we may necd it; and, 
VO. to give you your due, you have been neither too 
ST proud nor too ſtubborn to make ute of this. 
u- Vou may be the more cafily excuſed for what 
eit 7 you have ſaid againſt analogy and inference, for 

as a Baptiſt, what you have {aid was a matter of 
t, conſiſteney; but now you are become a patron 
S of female communion, the caſe is altered, and 
7 you are altered with it. But, at the ſame time, 
this is no more than What ail the Baptiſts, with 
; whom I have Ever converſed on the ſubjeR, 


have done; and if it will be any comfort to you 
in this cafe, I can tell you, with great certainty, 
that I have met with many of vour fraternity 
who have been as great changelings in this bufi- 
neſs as yourſelf, At preſent I only blame you 
for this, that, under the colour of explicit proof, 
vou ſhould introduce, and endeavour to pals off, 
nothing better, but, {@mething far worſe, than in- 
ferential reaſonings | 4 
I would juſt remark on what Mr. B. has ad- 
vanced in ſupport of his explicit warrant, that the 
defence he has ſet up carries in it its own convic- 
tion. I mean with refpe& to the number of par- 
wy ticulars the matter of which they conſiſt and 
the manner in which they are propoſed. 
TE I. It is the nature of an explicit warrant to 
TRY mov itſelf inſtantly to the mind of the reader; 
7 and its own evidence is the {ſtrongeſt i gan Have 
'The conſequence is, that he, who really produces 
one, neither can, nor does he need, taſtrengthen 
it by any reaſons he can advance. But Mr. B., 
by introducing fix particulars, ſhows plainly that 
neither of them 1s explicit, and that it is not in 
his power to produce any explicit warrant at all. 
Kor had any one of theſe been explicit for fe- 
L male 
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ze tlie very falſehood againſt which I have al- 
ready produced nineteen inſtances. 


Now to the point. I was to prove that, ac- 


* cording to the principles and reaſonings of the 


Baptiſts, a woman, however qualified, can have 
no right at all to the Lord's ſupper. We have 

ſeen, on the one hand, that it is not poſſible to 

produce an explicit warrant for female commu- 
nion, and, on the other, Mr. B. affirms that they 
ſhould not be admitted without one; the reſult, 

therefore, is, that, according to Mr. B's mode 

of reaſoning, no woman has any right at all to 
communicate at the Lord's table: And as Mr. 
B. agrees with Baptiſts in general in this point, 
the fame is true of the principles and reaſonings 
of them all. —J'his is the firſt conſequence- 
which I undertook to make good againit the 
Baptiſts, and from which they have only two 
ways of clearing thentfelves. They muſt either 
give up their mode of reaſoning againit infants, 
or, if they do not chooſe this, they muſt pro- 
duce the ſame expreſs proof for female commu- 
nion as they require for infant baptiſm. 

As Mr. B. has plainly aſſerted that there can 
be no argument for female communion but fuch 
as is founded on poſitive precept or example, re- 
corded in Scripture, and relating to that very ordi- 
nance, 1t lies upon him to come forward and pro- 
duce his warrant, or give up female communion. 
It I were to anſwer his book, I would turn the in- 
quiry from infant baptiſm to female communion, 
and then put it upon him to make good his con- 
eluſion for the right of females uponthe very fame 
3 which he employs againſt infants. And 

do now in good earneſt put this upon him, and 
heartily invite him to the taſk, being verily per— 

"2.8 ſuaded.: 


ſuaded that if this ſubject were thoroughly fifted, 
it would be the peedieſt method ot adjuſting the 
debate, 
Ihus much for the firſt confequence, US, that, 
Cording to the Tealonings of the Baptiſts, no 
Woman Has right to the Lord's upper. But 
they, not liking this conſequence, are induced 
to let up » defence of female COMMUunijon on the 
ground of OXpreſ; Warrant: and in doing this, 


Ir. 00th, in vo}. i. p. 509, expreſſes his fur. 
Priſe at tſie inconfiſlenc of PFirdobaptifis with 
8 6 n zo 


non jn the relig | 
mnations of Proteitante mould 1} gree in one 
gendra! -ORctuſon, and Jet differ ty luch an ex. 


gular Phænomenon for a number of perſons to 
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vanced, in theſe nineteen lines, in defence. of 


female communion. I do this to ſhow that a. 


Baptiſt cannot maintain that ground on which 
he oppoſes infant baptiſm—that he is compelled 
to deſert his own principle, and does actually 
revaricate, and contradi& himſelf; from which, 
as well as from other topics, it will appear, that 
the cauſe of the Baptiſts is a loſt cauſe. I ſhall- 
now introduce Mr. B. in his double capacity.— 
I. When Mr. B. is an oppoler of intant bap- 
tiſm, he ſpeaketh on this wife: Vol. ii. p. 228. 
„This being the caſe, we may ſafely conclude 
that all reaſoning from data of a moral kind, 
and the ſuppoſed fitnels of things, is wide of the 
mark.” Vol. i. p. 227. But when our divine 
Lord, addrefling his diſciples in a poſitive com- 
mand, ſays, It thall be. ſo, or when, ſpeaking 
by an apoſtolic example, he declares, It is 
thus,” all our own reaſonings about firne/s, expe- 
diency, or-utility, muſt hide their impertinent 
heads.” | 

But when Mr. B. becomes a defender of female 
communion, he expreſſeth himſelf thus: Vol. ii. 
p. 73, 74. In regard to the ſuppoſed want of 
an explicit warrant for admitting women to the 
holy table, we reply by demanding Are there 
any pre- requiſites for the holy ſupper, of which 
women are not equally capable as men?“ Thus 
Mr. B. He only aſks the queſtion, and leaves 
the inference to the reader. This is artfully done, 
leſt he ſhould ſeem. to prove a right to a poſitive-- 

inſtitute by inference. 
Ihe reader is deſired to obſerve. that Mr. B., 
in oppoling infant baptiſm, will admit of no rea- 
ſoning from moral data, or the ſuppoſed fitneſs 
of things, and ſays that all ſuch reaſoning is wide 
of the mark. He likewiſe ſays, tllat all our 
L3 reaſonings 
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nothing to do but open the New 'Teſtament, and 
conſult a few expreſs commands and plain exam- 
ples, and conſider the natural and proper ſenſe 
of the words, and then, without the aid of com- 
mentators, or the help of critical acumen, he 
may decide on the queſtion before him.” A 
little after he ſpeaks of expreſs commands and 
expreſs examples, which is his uniform mode of 
expreſſion when oppoſing infants. 

But when Mr. B. comes to defend female 
communion, he expreſſes himſelf thus: Vol. ii. 
p. 73. © In regard to the ſuppoſed want of an 
explicit warrant for admitting women to the 


holy table, we reply by demanding—Does not 14 

the term a pνο, there uſed, often ſtand as a ö 

nume of our ſpecies without regard to ſex? 4 

Have we not the authority of lexicographers, 1 
9 and, which is 3 more, the ſanction 4 
of common ſenſe, for underſtanding it thus in b 
1 that paſſage? When the ſexes are diſtinguiſhed 


and oppoſed, the word for a man is not «vvpuros 
but emp.” | 
'The reader is requeſted to notice, that Mr. B., 
as an oppoſer of infant baptilm, contends for pre- 
cept, poſitive precept, exprels commands, or ex- 
preſs examples, and ſays, in his index, that the 
law of inſtitutes muſt be expreſs, &c.; but, as a 
defender of female communion, he takes up 
with an ambiguous word, a mere preſumptive 
proof—* Does not,” ſays he, the term g 
often ſtand as a name of our ſpecies ?” and this 
preſumption he attempts to ſtrengthen by a falſe- 
hood, of which [ have already ſpoken. As an 
oppoſer of infants he ſays the inquirer may de- | 
cide the queſtion without the aid of commenta- | 
tors, or the help of critical acumen ; but, as a 
4% patron of females, he firſt furniſhes his reader 
iN with 
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with an ambiguous word, and then ſends him to 
lexicographers to have it manufactured into a 
poſitive one. Since it was not in Mr. B.'s power 
to form a poſitive pe out of an ambiguous 
word, without the aid of a little inference, he 
very artfully throws it into the hands of lexico- 
graphers and common ſenſe to effect this bufi- 
neis for him. And one cannot ſufficiently ad- 
mire how tenacious he is of expreſs precept 
when an oppoſer of infants, while at the ſame 
time, as the patron of females, he is ſo very 
complying, that he can even admit preſumptive 
evidence to paſs for an explicit warrant. : 
III. Further, Mr. B., in oppoſing infant bap- 
tiſm, ſpeaks thus: Vol. i. p. 22. Nor does it 
appear from the records of the Old Jeſtament, 
that when Jehovah appointed any branch of 
ritual worſhip, he left either the ſubjects of it, or 
the mode of adminiſtration, to be interred by the 
people from the relation in which they ſtood to 
himſelf, or from general moral precepts, or from 
any branch of his moral worſhip, nor yet from 
any other well-known poſitive rite ; but he gave 
them ſpecial directions relating to the very caſe.“ 
In vol. ii. p. 227, he ſays, © But ſuppoſing it 
were clearly evinced that all the children of be- 
hevers are intereſted in the covenant of grace, it 
would not certainly follow that they are entitled 
to baptiim ; for baptiſm, being a brauch of po- 
tive worthip, depends entirely on the iovereign 
will of its Author, which will, revealed in poſitive 
precepts, or by apoſtolic examples, is the only 
rule of its adminiſtration.” And in the ſame page 
he ſays, So far is it from being a fact, that an 
intereſt in the new covenant, and a title to poſt- 
tive inſtitutes, may be inferred the one from the 


other,” 


But 
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But in proving the right of women to the 
Lord's table, he fays, vol. ii. p. 73, 71. in re- 
gard to the ſuppoſed want of an explicit warrant 
for admitting women to the holy table, we reply 
by demanding Are not male and female one 
in Chriſt?' As if he ſhould ſay, it a female be 
in Chriſt, which is the ſanie as being in the co— 
venant of grace, ſhe muſt have a right to a poſt- 
tive inſtitute. Now 1 would deſire the reader to 
attend him once more in his double capacity. 
In that of an oppoſer of infants he athrms, that 
a right to a politive ordinance is not to be in- 
ferred from the relations we ſtand in to God ; 
when a patron of females, he will infer their 
right to the Lord's ſupper from their being one 
in Chriſt with males. As an oppoter of intants, 
he infiſts that an intereſt in the covenant of grace, 
though clearly evinced, gives no claim to an in- 
ſtituted right; as à patron of females, he con- 


tends that if a woman be intereſted in Chritt, 


ſhe has therefore a right to ſuch an inſtitute, 
As an oppoſer, he declares it is far from bein 
a fact, that an intereſt in the new covenant, — 
a title to poſitive inſtitutes, may be inferred the 
one from the other; as a patron, he will do 
that which is ſo far from being a fact: He in- 
fers the one from the other, the right from the 
intereſt gare not male and female one in Chritt ? 
He is very inflexible as an oppoſer, and very 
pliant as a patron. Subjefta mutata ſunt, et ills 
cum illis. , So that, however the oppoſer of in- 
fants may differ in his mode of reatoning from 
Pædobaptiſts, the patron of females finds it ne- 
cellary to reaſon in the ſame way. It is pity the 
patron and oppoler do not agree, as it would 
certainly be for the credit of both to ſettle on 
ſome uniform mode of logic. 

But 
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The whole of Mr. B.'s conduct in this affai- 
brings to mind a paſſage of Mr. Aſſop which 
Mr. B. has quoted in vol. ji. p. 507. The 
reader will learn at leaſt how impoſſible it is for 
error to be conſonant to itſelf. As the two mill. 
ſtones grind one another as well as tlie grain, 
and as the extreme vices oppoſe each other as 
well as the intermediate virtue that lies between 
them, ſo have all errors this fate (and it is the 
beſt quality they are guilty of), that they duel 
one another with the ſame heat that they oppoſe 
the truth.” Mr. B.'s two mill-ſtones ate his 
oppoſition to infant baptiſm, and his defence of 
female communion. Theſe two militant parts. 
do operate in hoſtile mode, and rub, and chafe, 
grind cach other, as well as infant baptiſm, 
which lies between. And it is certainly the beſt 
property Mr. B.'s book is poſſeſſed of, that it ex- 
hibits the author in his double capacity, not only 
as militating againſt the baptiſm of infants, but 
as duelling and battering himſelf with the ſame 
heat with which he oppoſes that. Three ſhort 
reflections on this conduct of Mr. B. and one 
apology, will finiſh this part of the ſubject. 

I. Ihere is ſomething in this conduct very un- 
fair. No man ſhould bind a burden on otliers, 
which he himſelf would not touch with one of 
his fingers. Can it be deemed an upright pro— 
cceding in Mr. B. to cry down all reuſoning by 
analogy, and inference on a poſitive inſtitute, 
and after that uſe the ſame reaſoning, and even 
worſe, himſelf? Can it be conſidered fair to de- 
mand, repeatedly and loudly to demand, ſpecial, 
expreſs, and explicit proof, and then put off the 
reader with preſumption, inference, and analogy ?. 
Certainly he ſhould do as he would be done by ; 


but. 
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Put if this conduct of his be fair, I know not 


what 1s otherwile. 

II. There is ſomething in this conduct very 
impolitic. After Mr. B. had demanded poſitive, 
expreſs, and explicit proof, and had run down 
all proof by analogy and interence, he ſhould, 
if he had had but a little policy, have kept that 
defence of female communion entirely out of 
fight. lt was no policy in him to ſuffer that to go 
abroad, which, when ſet againſt what he had 
{aid in oppoſition to infant baptiſm, would run 


down and ruin the whole. Had [ been he, and 


withed my other arguments to ſtand, I would 
have taken that defence, and thrown 1t into the 
fire. 

III. There is ſomething in this conduct ver 
unfortunate. It is a ſad caſe that a book ſhould 
be ſo written, that one part ſhall riſe up againſt 
and ruin the other. Mr. B., Samſon-like, when 
oppoſing infant baptiſm, thinks he can carry 
gates and bars and every thing elle away; but 
when he defends female communion, Samſon— 
like again, he becomes like another man, that 
is, a Pædobaptiſt: For he reatons, ihfers, and 
proves (let aſide his falſehood and preſumption), 
in the very ſame wav. In one thing, however, 
he differs, and herein he is unfortunate, that in- 
ſtead of killing the Philiſtines, to wit, the argu— 
ments of Pædobaptiſts, he falls to combating 
himſelt, and deftroys his own. 

What ſhall we lay to theſe things? I reply, 
that with reſpe& to mylelf I fay thus much: 
That as he is unfair, | would diſlike him Has he 
is impolitic, | would excuſe him;—as he is un- 
fortunate, | would pity him ;—and not only ſo 
but make the beſt apology for him which the 
nature of the caſe will admit. 
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into a mere civil ſociety; and as they cannot deny 
the memberſhip of infants, they try to eſcape by 


. = ; deſtroying the church. Now as this is a neceſſary 
eo, = conſequent of their principle, it will ſerve to diſ- 
Deg Cover the error of that principle of which it is a 
pli- conſequent. ; ; 2 

nd a Mr. B., in trying to effect his eſcape in this 
a way, has uſed a language, which, if true, will 
en rove that God for many centuries had no church 
at at all in this world. In vol. ii. p. 252, he calls 
n = the then exiſting church, an © eccleſiaſtico- poli- 
15 2X tical conſtitution.” By this compound word he 
U ſeems to conſider the church under the notion of 
4 an amphibious lociety ; partly civil, and partly 
7 ; religious. This, indeed, does not come up to 


that, which I am now charging upon the Bap- 
tiſts: and, therefore, I muſt beg leave to preſs 
the matter a little farther. 

Though Mr. B., by the phraſe eccleſiaſtico- 
political conſtitution, has confounded the church 
and ſtate, the one being-a kingdom of this 
world, the other the kingdom of Chriſt ; yet as 
ſomething of church makes its appearance, the 
conſequence charged on Baptiſt principles may 
not ſeem to be clearly evinced. *Tis true he 
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| thing will remain but the political only. 
My In vol. ii. p. 251, Mr. B. has theſe words, 
Jo be an obedient ſubject of their [the Jews] 
civil government, and a complete member in 
their church-ſtate, were the ſame thing.” Every 
one knows, that a civil government, be it where 
it may, is converſant about preſent things, it is a 
government among [| c:zves |] citizens as ſuch, and is 
deſigned to regulate their wordly concerns. An 
M obedient 
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obedient ſubjeR of ſuch a government, is one who 
quietly and cheerfully ſubmits to its regulations, 
and ſeeks the peace and ſecurity of that commu— 
nity to which he belongs. Now Mr. B. aſſures 
us that fuch was the nature of things among the 
Jews, that“ an obedient ſubje& ot the civil go- 
vernment, and a complete member of the church- 
ſtate, were the ſame.” If this were ſo, it wuit 
be becaule the civil government was nothing lets 
than the church; and the church was nothing 
more than a civil government ; that is, they 
were both the ſame thing. It ſignifies nothing by 
what name we call this community, whether a 
national church, or an eceleſiaſtico- political con- 
ſtitution; it means no more at laſt than a civil 
government : For, as Mr. B. informs us, there was 
nothing more required in a complete member of 
what he calls the church, than his being an obe- 
dient ſubject of the civil government. Now as 
this, whatever it was, could be no church of God, 
and as it is not ſuppoſed there was a church of a 
higher nature in any other part; it will follow, 
that, according to Mr. B.'s principles, God had 
for many centuries no ſuch thing as a church, 
properly ſo called, in this world. 

What a dreadful eccleſiæcide is this ſame Mr. 
B.] And when we conſider that all this reſults 
from principle, and 1s carried on by regular logi- 
cal procels ; what a horrid principle muſt that be 
which leads a man to deſtroy the very chuich of 
God! Though I have been a Baptiſt myſelf for 
ſeveral years, I never till lately diſcerned this 
ſhocking conſequence of the Baptiſt ſentiment. 
And Lam much indebted to Mr. B. for an inſight 
into this, as well as other conſequences which 
neceſſarily reſult from the Baptiſt ſcheme. And 
have no doubt but his book, when nicely exa- 

mined, 
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mined, will do more good this way than any 


thing which has hitherto beca written on the 
ſubject. 

As Mr. B., to preſerve his ſyſtem, has laid 
violent hands on the ancient church of God; we 
cannot ſuppoſe that that which was connected 
with it could poffibly eſcape. He that could re- 
duce the church into a civil government, will not 
think it much to manufacture a religious inſtitute 
into a political rite. What was circumciſion? 
According to Mr. B.'s Talmud, „it was a ſign 
of carnal deſcent, a mark of national diſtinction, 
and a token of intereſt in temporal blefiings.” 
Here indeed is a good match; a civil inſtitute, 
and a civil government ! New, though there 1s 
not a word of truth in all this; yet this honour 
Mr. B. fhall have, and it is an honour I can- 
not always give him, that in this he 1s ac- 
tually confiſtent with himſelf : He has teculariz- 
ed the church and the inſtitute together. 

I will not now contend with Mr. B. whether 
he has given a true account of the ancient 
church, and its members ; it 1s ſufficient for my 


preſent purpoſe to take notice of what he has 


affirmed. 

„An obedient ſubject of their civil govern- 
ment, and complete member of their church 
ſtate, were the ſame thing.” The ſame thing! 


If, then, the complete member was no more than: 


an obedient ſubject; the church ſtate could be 
no more than a civil government! What might 
be the reaſon of all this? Mr. B. ſhall inform 
us himſelf, vol. ii. 252, it was, * Becauſe by 
treating Jehovah as their political ſovereign, they 
avowed him as/ he true God.” As it is not my 
buſineſs in this place to oppoſe any thing Mr. B. 
ſays, I ſhall only take the liberty to explain. 
What is a political ſovereign? He is one who 

M 2 reigns 
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reigns over others in civil things; that is, he 
governs and regulates the affairs of this prefent 
world. This is the reaſon then, that an obedient 
lubjeQ of civil government, and a complete 
ehurch-member, were the fame thing; becauſe 
all that God had to do with them was, as a poli- 
tical ſovereign, to regulate the affairs of the pre- 
{ent world. 

But where would have been the harm of ſup- 
poſing the ever-bleſſed Jehovah to have been 
more, infinitely more, than a political ſovereign ? 
And that he gave his word and ordinances to 

lead to the faith of Chriſt * That he ſent his 
_ prophets to bear witneſs, that through his name 
whoſoever believed in him ſhould receive remiſ- 
hon of fins ? That he formed a people for him- 
ſelf, to ſhew forth his praiſe? Where, I ſay, 
would fhave been the harm of ſuppoſing this ? 
None at all in reality ; the harm would only have 
been to Mr. B.'s ſyſtem. For had Jehovah been 
a religious ſovereign, he would have had a reli- 

ious community, and that community would 

ave been a religious church, i. e. a church pro- 
feſſing godlineſs ; and then, an obedient ſubje& 
of civil government would not have been a com- 
plete member ; and then, their inſtitute would 
have been a religious inſtitute ; and then—what 
then? And then Mr. B.'s ſyſtem would have gone 
to ruin. But he, wiſely foreſeeing this, takes 
meaſure to ſecularize the whole. He begins at 
the head, and goes down to the inſtitute. Jeho- 
vah muſt be a political ſovereign, that the church 
may be political ; the church muſt be poli- 
tical, that the memberſhip may be fo too; 
the memberſhip muſt be political, that the 
inſtitute may be political alſo. So all was 
political; a political ſovereign, a political church, 
2 political member, and a political inſtitute. 
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And now Mr. B. has gained his point; for fure 
enough there can be no analogy between 
a church and no church; and contequently 
no argument can be, drawn in tavour of infant 
memberſhip from a church which never was, to 
a church that now exitts. Yes, he has gained 
his point, he has run down intant baptiim ; but, 
at the ſame time, he has eradicated the church 
of God. Nay, he was under a necefiity of era- 
dicatiug the church of God, that infant baptiſm 
might be run down. This has given me a notion 
of infant baptiſm far difterent from what I ever 
had. And, if I could lay, that any one thing has 
ſatisfied my mind reſpecting it more than an- 
other, it has been this: I ſaw that infant bap- 
tiſm could by no means be overthrown, without 
overthrowing the church of God. And for this 
conviction 1 am indebted to that very book, on 
which I have taken the liberty to animadvert, 
Nothing, therefore, in nature can be plainer 
than this conſequence, that the ſyſtem of Mr. B. 
has ſubverted the church of God. | 

Theſe are the three conſequences which riſe 
out of the Baptiſt ſyſtem, and which, 1 have laid, 
will operate to ruin that ſyſtem out of which they 
ariſe ; Namely, 

1. That according to the principles and rea- 
fonings of the Baptiſts, a woman, however qua— 
lified, can have no right to the Lord's table. 

2. That the Baptiſts, in oppoſing infant bap- 
tiſm, and defending female cominunion, do vary 
their mode of reaſoning, contradict themſelves, 
and prevaricate moſt wretchedly. 

3. That, according to their principles and rea— 
ſoning, God had no church in this world for 
many centuries. 

1 thall now cloſe the Appendix by an appeal 
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to the reader; and this I mean to do in three 
queſtions. | 

1. Are theſe conſequences real? To anſwer 
this queſtion I need only appeal to the Appendix 
itſelf. There the reader may ſatisfy himſelf re- 
ſpecting their reality. As to the firſt, it is there 
evident, that there is no explicit command for 
female communion ; and, according to the Bap- 
tiſtſyſtem, they are not to communicate without : 
The confequence is, that they have no right to 
communicate at all. With regard to the ſecond, 
J have placed Mr. B.'s defence of female com- 
munion againſt his oppoſition to infant baptiſm; 
and what repugnancy, prevarication, and ſelf- 
contradiction, are diſcoverable in theſe two, I 
have preſented to the reader. The third ſpeaks 
openly for itſelf, that the beſt church in the 
world for many centuries was nothing elſe but a 
civil government. 

2. Do theſe conſequences riſe out of the Bap- 
tiſts' ſyſtem ? For an anſwer to this I might wy 6 
the reader to the former part of the Appendix ; 
where he may ſee in what way they actually do 
ariſe out of their ſyſtem. Their ſyſtem deftroys 
the right of females to the Lord's ſupper, by de- 
manding explicit proof for infant baptiſm ; be- 
cauſe there is no ſuch proof for female commu- 
nion. Their attempt to prove the right of fe- 
males to communicate, involves them in the moſt 
mean prevarication and ſelf- contradiction. And 
in overthrowing the argument for infant baptiſm 
taken from the memberſhip of infants in God's 
ancient church, they overthrow the very church 
itſelf. In this way, theſe horrid conſequences 
owe their birth to that bad ſyſtem. 

3. Are ſuch conſequences as theſe which riſe 
out of the Baptiſt ſyſtem, ſufficient to ruin that 
fyſtem out of whieh they riſe ? To this! W 
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that if any conſequences are ſuſficient to ruin a 
ſyſtem, theſe are they. It is arwle in reaſoning. 
that that argument which proves two much de- 
ſtrovs itſelf. The ſame is alto true of a ſyſtem; 
the ſyſtem that proves tov much muſt follow the 
fate of its kindred argument, and prove its own 
deſtruction. This ſyſtem,” it is true, proves 
againſt infant baptiim; but there it does not 
ſtop, it carries its force ſtill farther, it proves 
againſt female communion, and againſt the ex- 
iſtence of God's church; and to complete the 
whole, it proves againſt the author who patron— 
izes it. So that if infant baptiſm fall, they all 
fall together; female communion falls, the 
church of God falls, the author himſelf, Mr. B., 
falls, and all by the ſame fatal ſyſtem. For if 
this ſyſtem make infant baptiſm a nullity, it 
makes female communion a nullity too; and 
turns the church itſelf into a civil government, 
and turns the patron of it into a ſelt-contradictor, 
'Fhis, if any thing can be, is proving too much ; 
and, e Br that ſyſtem which is productive 
of ſuch conſequences, muſt itſelf be doſtroyed by 
the conſequences it produces. And I appeal to 
the conſcience of any reader whether theſe con- 
ſequences have not been proved, and whether 
they are not ſufficient to deſtroy any ſyſtem. 

I call this a Short Method with the Baptiſts, 
becauſe, whatever courſe they may take, it will 
ferve to ruin their ſcheme. If, on the one hand, 
theſe conſequences are ſuffered to remain as they 
do now in Mr. B.'s book, their ſcheme will be 
ruined this way. For that ſyſtem can have no 
pretenſion at all to truth, which in its conſe— 
quences militates againſt female communion, 
and the very exiſtence of the church of God; and 
moreover exhibits the patron of it under the 
ſhape of a ſhifter, prevaricator, and * 
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dictor. But if, on the other hand, they alter 
their mode of defence {0 as to avoid theſe con- 
ſequences, their ſcheme will be ruined that way: 
For then, they wiil loſe thoſe very arguments 
by winch they endeavour to ſupport it, Sv that 
let a Baptiſt, Mr. B. for inſtance, take which 
way he will, his ſcheme will either be over- 
whelmed with its own conſequences, orit will fall 
for want of arguments. 

Thus much I fay at preſent concerning the 
Appendix: And ſhall now commit it into the 
hands of God, the eternal patron of truth, and to 
every reader's judgment and conic.ence in his 


fight. 


OF THE MODE OF BAPTISM: 


LL our knowledge of the manner of bap- 
tzing muſt, at this diſtance of time from 
the firſt inſtitution, be collected from the word 
e baptize,” the circumſtances of baptiſm, and 
the alluſions of Scripture to that ordinance : 
Theſe three 1 will endeavour to examine impar- 
tially, confining myſelf to Scripture, and the 
word made ule of in the inftitute. The queſ- 
tion, on which this examination is to proceed, is 
this: Is immerſion eſſential to baptiſm? or, in 
other words, Is there no baptiſm but what 1s by 
immerſion? I ſhall begin the inquiry with that 
reciſe term which the Scriptures always uſe 
when this ordinance is ſpoken of, namely SN, 
and examine thoſe places in which it occurs 
either as a noun or a verb, where the ordinance 
is not intended 
here is a word commonly introduced intothis 
debate, viz. Hane, though it is never uſed in 
Scripture, 


y 
* 
2 * 
- 
* % 
ac 
mn 
= 
* 
* 
3 
K. 
1 
1 
. 
1 
3 1 


* 
* 
» 
= 
+ % 
Fa 
A 
KK? 
. 
5 
* 
by. 
8 
x: 
4 
® 


OF BAPTISM. 129 


Scripture, reſpecting this ordinance; and this 
being the fact, I ſee no great propriety in bring- 
ing 1t into the debate at all; for let it mean 
what it may, it can ſignify nothing to the quet- 
tion in hand, unleſs it had been uted by the in- 
ſpired writers to expreſs this ordinance. I do 
not, however, ſhun this term becauſe it would 
be unfavourable to my ſentiment, but becaute I 
Judge it beſt to examine that word, and that only, 
which the Holy Ghoſt, when ſpeaking of this 
ordinance, has thought proper to adopt. 

Nevertheleſs, that I may not omit it altoge- 
ther, I would ſay thus much of the term Save, 
that it is a term of ſuch latitude, that he who 
ſhall attempt to prove, from its uſe in various 
authors, an abſolute and total immerſion, will 
find he has undertaken that which he can never 
fairly perform. Of the truth of this aſſertion I 
would give the plain reader a taſte in the follow- 
ing inſtances. The term gane then is uſed to 
expreſs, 

1. The throwing of a perſon into the mire. 
Job ix, 31. n pwww we S., Thou ſhalt plunge, 
baptize, or make me foul in the mire. 

2. A partial dipping. | Matt. xxvi. 23. O 
Ca as wer” {48 E Tw TpuS Aw Tn yep: He that dip- 
peth, baptizeth, his hand with me in the diſh. 

3. A ſtained garment. Rev. xix. 13. parry 
eSafe Ria. A veſture dipped, baptized, 
ſtained with blood. 

4. A human body wet with the dew. Dan. 
iv. 33. , Tg 00008 T8 #6%Y)5 T0 , AUTH Sn. His 
body was wet, baptized by or from the dew of 
heaven. 

5. The colouring a lake with the blood of a 
frog. Homer, re. J“ aH An Ihe lake 
was baptized, coloured, or ſtained with 1 

6. The 
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6. The ſmearing of the face with colours or 
waſhes. Ariſtophanes, PaTlyurs Eziexens, He 
baptized, ſmearcd [his face] with tawny waſhes; 
{peaking of Magnes, the comedian, who uſed to 
colour his face inſtead of wearing a maſk. 

7. The ſtaining of the hand by preſſing a ſub- 
ſtance. Arittotle, GD E de Pæ che. Tu XN. 
Being preſſed, it baptizes, ſtains the hand. 

So various is the uſe of the term e, that we 
can only view it as meaning to wet or ſtain, and 
that by whatever mode the nature of the thing 
to be wetted or ſtained may require. But as 
this word is never uſed with reſpect to the ordi- 
nance in queſtion, and can therefore give us no 
information concerning the mode of it, I ſhall 
immediately diſmiſs it with out further notice. 

I come now to confider the term a, which 
is the only term made uſe of to expreſs this or- 
dinance, and this I ſhall do by ſetting down thote 
places where it is uſed as a verb or-a noun when 
the ordinance is not intended. Theſe places are 
as follow: Heb. ix. 10. Which ſtood in meats 
and drinks and divers waſhings—?:aGopoxs GAH 
rs, divers baptiſm.” Mark vii. 4. And 
when they come from the market, except they 
Waſh, wn Faolowra, except they baptize, they eat 
not. And many other things there be which 
they have received to hold, as the wathing, 
Sachs, baptiims of cups and pots, brazen veſſels 
and of tables.“ Luke xi. 38. * And when the 
Phariſce ſaw it, he marvelled that he had not firſt 
waſhed. Saαuei dn, baptized, before dinner.” Ihe 
word, in thule inſtances, is uſed, 

1. For choſe various ablutions among the Jews, 
by ſprinkting, pouring, &c. | 

2. For a cuſtom among the Phariſees of waſh- 
ing before meals. 


3. For 
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3. For a ſuperſtitious waliing of houſchold 
furniture „cups, pots, &c. 

With theſe juſtances in view I would propoſe 
to the reader two queſtions : 

I. Is the word buptize uſed in theſe inſtances 
to expreſs immerſion only ! Ihe reader may ob- 
ſerve that the very ſicſt inſtance proves it is not. 
The Apoſtle plainly cxpretics the Jewiſh ablu- 
tions by the term bapiiſins;” and any man, by 
looking into his Bible, and reading the account 
of the ſcwiſh ſervice, may {ee what kind of bap- 
tiſms theſe were. Mr. Booth himtelf, in his 
anſwer to Dr. Williams, p. 347, will grant, for 
the fake of argument, that the Apoſtle ules the 
term baptiſms in this place to denote pouring and 
ſprinkling as well as immerſion; nor does he, 
in what he has advanced on the ſubject, deny 
this to have been the fact; and indeed a man 
muſt be very defectivè in point of modeſty who 
will even attempt to deny this. Well then, if 
the word baptiſm is not uſed in theſe inſtances, 
as it is certain 1t is not, to expres immerſion only, 
I atk, in the next place—ls it uted to exprets any 
immerſion at all? I will apply this queſtion to 
21 h of the inſtances: 

The Apoſtle ſpeaks of the Jewith ſervice, 

— ſays it ſtood in „divers b-ptiſms.” 1 atk 
whether immerſion of the whole body was any 
part of that ſervice ? It is clear that the Apoſtle, 
by the word * baptiſms,” intended ſprinkling 
and pouring; but I believe it is not cicar from 
any part of the Jewith ſervice, that any one was 
ordered to immerſe himtelf, or to be immerſed 
by another. If this, however, can be proved, it 
mult then be granted that the- Kpoſtle uſes the 
word “e baptiſms” to denote immerſion as well 
as pouring and ſprinkling ; but if this Fane 
S 
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be proved, it will then be evident that no im- 
merſion at all is intended by the word baptiſms. 
2. Iwill apply the queſtion to the ſecond caſe 
the baptizing before meals. It is ſaid, © that 
when they come from the market, except they 
baptize they eat not ;” and the Phariſee marvel- 
led that our Lord did not baptize (that is, him- 
ſelf) before dinner.” I atk, Is there any im- 
merſion at all here? The Phariſee marvelled 
that our Lord did not baptize himſelf before din- 
ner—did he marvel that he did not immerſe 
himſelt? The Phariſees, when they come from 
market except they baptize [themſelves |}, they 
eat not—did they too immerſe themſelves every 
time they came from a market? I know it is not 
an impoſſible caſe ; but I am aſking whether it is 
at all a probable thing? And if it be not, then 
it is improbable that the word baptize in theſe 
prom ſhould intend any immerſion at all. Per- 
aps ſome one will ſay that nothing more is in- 
tended than the waſhing of hands, as this 1s 
agreeable to the tradition of the elders mention- 
ed in Matt. xv. 2; and it is well known that we 
dip our hands in order to waſh them. Suppoſ- 
ſing this to be the fact, I reply, that if we dip 
our hands in order to baptize | waſh] them, then 
it is certain, that dipping and baptizing [ waſh- 
ing] are different things that baptizing [| waſh- 
ing] is the end, and a dipping a mean to that 
end ;—that we only dip ſo much of our hands as 
may be neceſſary to baptize [waſh] them ;— 
and that our dipping the hands in order to bap- 
- tize them depends entirely on circumſtances : 
e. g. If I baptize [waſh] my hands in a baſon, I 
dip ſo much of them as may be neceſſary to bap- 
tize them; but if I baptize {waſh] them at a 


cock, I do not dip them at all—lonly receive the 
water 


* 


1 


OF BAPTISM. 133 


water as it falls, and baptize | waſh] them with- 
out dipping. And it ſignifies nothing to us how 
they baptized [ waſhed] their hands, whether in 
a baſon or at a cock; for the word“ baptize” 
does not expreſs the manner of doing, whether 
by immertion or affuſion, but only the thing 
done, namely, ** waſhing.” 

3. I now carry the queſtion to the third caſe 
the ſuperſtitious baptizing [waſhing] of houſe- 
hold furniture, cups, pots, brazen veſſels, and 
tables. Cups, Tor»ga—theſe, it appears from 
the name, were drinking-veſſels; pots, Fg 
thoſe veſſels out of which wine or water was 
poured, pitchers or flaggons. Brazen veſſels, 
AV˙i,ů, -- were it is probable, for culinary ufes, 
tor boiling. Tables, xa»z:-—ſome take this word 
as it is here rendered, others think it means 
thoſe ſeats or benches on which they ſat at 
meals; and theſe are ſometimes called “ eAHi, 
beds, perhap; from the leaning poſture then in 
uſe. The Jews, our Lord obſerves, held and 
practiſed the baptizing of theſe; now we alk, 
Does the word baptize in this place expreſs auy 
immerſion at all? 

Theſe things, it is plain, were baptized [ waſh- 
ed]; but how they were baptized, no creature 
living can determine. One thing, however, 
may be remarked, which 1s, that all thele ar- 
ticles might very conveniently be baptized 
[waſhed] by pouring, &c., while, on the con- 
trary, it would baye been very inconvenient, and 
even improper, to baptize | waſh] others, viz. 
the brazen veſſels, and tables, by immerſion. 
It is, I believe, a general opinion that ſome of 
theſe things were baptized by dipping—as the 
cups and pots, and that others were baptized 
{ waſhed] by pouring, ſprinkling, &c.: And 

N hence 
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hence many learned men have conſidered the 
word baptize as expreſſing all theſe modes. In 
this, however, they appear to me to have been 
. miſtaken ; for the word baptize [waſh], though 
it has been applied to all modes of wathing, is 
not properly. expreſſive of any mode, but intends 
only the waſhing ittelf, which may be done by 
either. 

Ihe conclufion, therefore, from theſe inſtan- 
ces is this: It is evident that the word baptize 
does not intend immerſion only; the various 
iprinklings, pourings, &c. among the Jews are 
plainly called “ baptiims.” Nay, farther, it is 
not certain that there was any immerſion at all 
in either of the baptiſms | wathings| before us; 
and it is very certain that whether theſe perſons 
and things were bapyzed by immerſion, afper- 
ion, or affuſion, the word baptize does not ex- 
prels cither of the modes by which any perſon 
or thing was wathed, but only the waſhing itſelf. 
And though there has been much diſpute about 
the word «© baptize,” ſome athrming it to mean 
immerſion only, others afperſion and affuſion as 
well as immeition, yet, properly ſpeaking, it 
means neither of them. It has indeed been uſed 
for all the modes of wathing—ſprinkling, pour- 
ing, and iminerfing ; whereas it does not expreſs 
the one or the other, but wathing only; and this 
may be done in either of the modes: And there- 
fore, when we read of any perſon or thing bein 
bavtized, we cannot conclude from the 3 
itſelf whether it was done by affution, aſperſion, 
or immerſion, 

As the word © baptize,“ which means ſimply 
to waſh, does not determine the mode in which 
perſons ſhould receive baptiſm, I will attend, in 
the next place, to the circumſtances of that or- 

dinance. 
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dinance. Thoſe I mcan to conſider are, firlt, 
Ihe places where baptiſm was adminiſtered, and, 
TR The preparations for baptitm, 

The places choſen for this ordinance were, 
. others, the river Jordan, and Enon near 
Salim, where, it is laid, 1 there were many waters.“ 
"This is a circumitance that appears to weigh on 
the ſide of immerſion ; and if we give it that 
weight in the ſcale of * reaſon, for which the l ap- 
tiſts contend, it will amount to this it is a pre- 
ſumptive, but not a certain proof of immertion. 
That it is a preſumptive proof appears by this 
that here was, as tar as we know, a fair oppor- 
tunity for immerſion; that it is no more than a 
preſumptive proof 1s evident from hence that 
- this might be, and yet no immerſion. If we 
ſay they baptized | in or at a river, therefore they 
buptized by immerſion, this would be a good con- 
ſequence if it were impoſſible to baptize at or in 
a river in any other way: But fince a perſon can 
baptize in or at a river by aflufion as well as im- 
merſion, we can only dra; a conciution in tavuur 
of immerſion by an act ot the > fancy. However, 
let it be a proof of the prei umptive Kind, and it 
cannot poſiibly be any thing more. 

Now, as it is the nature of preſumptive proof 
to admit of increaſe or diminution, this, like ail 
proof of the ſame kind, may be iucreaſed or di- 
miniſhed. That, on the onc hand, which ſerves 
to inereaſe the preſumption on the tide of im- 
merfion, is this: That of all who adminiſter bap- 
 tiſm, there are none at this time (as far as [ 
know) that buptize in or at a river, but ſuch as 
ute immerſion. It may be indeed ſaid that all 
this may be accounted for: The cafe of John 
dittered very much from our's; he had vaſt con- 
gregations and many to baptize, : nd no houle fit 
N 2 - to 
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to contain them : So that his chufing a river, 
though he had baptized by affuſion, would, in his 
caſe, have been, on the whole, the wiſeſt plan. 
And although perſons who baptize by affuſion, 
do not now go to a river, yet were they circum: 
ſtanced, with reſpect to their congregations and 
accommodations, as John was, they would, in 
their choice of place, act in the ſame manner 
he did. Something like this, I ſuppoſe, might 
be ſaid ; but I was willing to give the preſump- 

tion all its force. | 
On the other hand, the preſumption may be 
diminiſhed by oblerving, firſt, that there were 
many baptizings which do not appear to have 
taken place at-or in any river—as that of Paul— 
of the jailer, of Cornelius, of thoſe of Samaria, 
and of the three thouſand. And, ſecondly, there 
is another thing: It cannot be proved with cer- 
tuinty that even thoſe who were baptized at Jor- 
dan, Enron, &c. were—l will not ſay totally im- 
mérſed, but that they were ſo much as in the 
water at all. Whoever is acquainted with the 
indeterminate ſenſe of the prepoſitions , #5, tu, 
and awe, on which this proof muſt depend, will 
be very ſenſible of this. 'Thele occur in the fol- 
lowing Scriptures: Matt. iii. 6. They were 
baptized of him, „ r Iegdam, in Jordan; —e, 
means not only ** in,” but nigh, near, at, by, 
&c.” Acts, viit. 33. They went down both, 
us r Wwe, into the water ;* but us, befides, in- 
to,” often means “ tewards, near, &c.” Matt. 
ii. 16. And Jeſus, when he was baptized, went 
up {traightway, «ws re dave, out of the water.“ 
Acts, viii. 39. And when they were come, 
up, e ru vwaros, out of the water —awo and « 
very often ſignify «© from.” So that where it is 
read in our tranſlation—in Jordan, into the wa- 
ter, 


* 
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ter, out of the water, it will read as well in the 
Greek—at Jordan, to the water, from the water. 
This is a truth beyond all diſpute, and well known 
to every one who is at all converſant with the 
Greek. And whoever dulv confiders this will 
eaſily be perſuaded that it is utterly impoſſible 
to prove that any one, who is ſaid in Scripture 
to have been baptized, was ſo much as in the wa- 
ter at all, or that he even wet the ſole of his foot. 

2. The other circumitance relates to a prepa— 
ration for the ordinance. Every one who has 
been accuſtomed to baptize by immeiſion, muſt 
certainly know, that it is necetlary, with reſpect 
to decency and fateiy, to change the drettes, and 
to have ſeparate apartments for men and women. 
This is evidentiy necetiarv, whether we baptize 
in a river, or in a baptiitry, Now it is certain, 
that although we read of many baptizings, there 
is not the leaſt intimation given, eicher of chang- 
ing the dreſs, or of any ſuitable accommodation 
tor the different ſexes. his, though a circum- 
ſtance that weighs againſt immertiion, I conſider 
as being, like the other, only of the preſumptive 
Kind: For, no doubt, it would be very illogical 
to ſay, we read of no change of dreis, or icpa- 
rate apartments for baptizing, therefore there 
was no immerſion. 

his preſumption, like the other, may be made 
ſtronger or weaker. It may be made weaker 


in this way; that though we read of no chang- 


ing of garments, or any ſeparute apartments, 
yet there might have been both; as many 
things might be done of which the Scriptures 
take no notice. On the other ſide, the płe- 
ſumption may be made ſtronger, by obſerving 
that there are other caſes in Which mention is 
made of garments, where there could be no 

N 3 | more 
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more neceſſity of mentioning them, than in the 
cale of baptiſm; ſuppoſing baptiſm to have been 
performed by immerſion. Jo inſtance only in 
two cafes; when our Lord waſhed his difciples' 
feet, it is ſaid, he laid aſide his garments. And 
Luke, ſpeaking of thofe who ſtoned Stephen, 
favs, „they laid down their clothes at a young 

zan's feet, whoſe name was Saul.“ Now, if the 
Scriptures take notice of the putting off of gar- 
ments for the purpole of wathing feet, and ſton- 
ing a man to death; how.comes it to paſs, that 
as. thouſands, upon fuppoſition they were bap- 
tized by immerſion, muſt entirely have changed 
their garments, or have done worſe, the Scrip- 
tires thonld not drop a fingle hint about it? 
Both theſe preſumptions-may be toſſed and turn— 
ed, and ſtrengthened and weakened, juſt as fancy 
may diate ; whereas, when all is ſaid, they are 
no more than preſumptions ſtill. And when we 
have only 3 in the premiies, we can 
have nothing more than preſumption in the con- 
cluſion. . 

To conclude this part reſpecting the circum- 
ſtances of baptiſm : I will only ſay, we have here 
a goodly combat ; preiumption contending with 
preſumption. One preſumption ſays, that as they 
ſometimes made ule of a river for baptizing, it is 
tikelythey baptized by immerſion. The other 
preſumption anſwers, that ſince it does not ap— 
pear, that the ſexes were decently accommodate 
ed for immerſion, or that there was any chang- 
ing of g.rments, it is therefore likely they did 
nat immerſe. That preſumption replies, that 
the :texes might be very decently accommodated 
with change of dreſs, and ſeparate apartments, 
though the Scriptures ſhould notice neither, 
This preſumption affirms, that perſons might be 

baptized 
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baptized in or at a river, and yet no immerſion 
after all. | 

Now, inſtead of determining which of theſe 

reſumptions is the ſtronger ; we may learn thus 
much from the circumſtances of baptiſm, and in- 
deed it is all we can learn ; and that is, that it 1s 
utterly impoſſible to determine, from any infor- 
mation they give, whether baptized perſons were 
immerſed or not. Nay, ſo far are circumſtances 
from ſettling this point, that we cannot be cer- 
tain there was a ſingle perſon of all the baptized, 
who went into the water even ankle deep. This 
is the true ſtate of facts as they ſtrike me, and 
all beyond this is the fiight of fancy. 

Since neither the term © baptize,”” nor yet the 
circumitances of baptiſm, determine any thing 
concerning the mode, whether it is immerhon 
or affuſion; I ſhall in the next place conſider 
the alluſions to that ordinance. I know not 
whether I ſpeak accurately when [I call them al- 
luſions; but the conſequence either way is not 
material, as every one will eaſily underſtand 
what i intend. Now thele alluſions being of two 
kinds, I will, for the fake of diſtinction, and with- 
out any deſign of offence, call one the“ Baptiſt 
alluſion,“ and the other, the + Pædobaptiſt allu- 
fion.”—1 begin with, 

I. The Baptiſt alluſion. The reer will find 
this in Rom. vi. 4. Therefore we are buried 
with him by baptiſm into death,” &. A fimilar 
phraſe occurs in Col. ii. 12. The Baptiſts think 
there is an alluſion in theſe words to the manner 
of baptizing, and as the Apoſtle ſpeaks of being 
buried with him, they conclude the mode to 
have been immerſion. On this concluſion of 
theirs, 

1, J obſerve that theſe words are an inference 

from 
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from the third verſe, in which the Apoſtle ſays, 
& Know ye not that ſo many of us as were bap- 
tized into Jeſus Chriſt were baptized into his 
death? Therefore we are buried with him by 
baptiſm.” We have here three things; 1. a 
baptizing into ſeſus Chriſt; 2. into his death; 3. 
into his burial: And the laft is made the conſe- 
quence of the firſt. Therefore we are buried 
with him, becauſe we were baptized into him. 
To form the antithefis, we mult diſtinguiſh be- 
tween the life and death of Chiiit; and then it 


will be, We are baptized firſt into the life of 


Chriſt, then into the de ath of Chiiſt, and laſt of 
all into his burial. We are brought by baptiſm 
into his life, into his death, and into his burial. 
Now, if baptiſm bring us into each of thele, and 
one of them, as the Baptilis ſay, is an alluſion to 
the mode of baptizing, then, for the ſame rea- 
ſon, ſo muſt the other two. "That is, his life 
muſt allude to the mode, ſo mutt his death, and 
ſo muſt his burial : And the reaſon is, becauſe 
baptiſm unites us to him in cach of thete. 
And if all theſe are to ailude to the mode, I 
ſhould be glad to know, what kind of mode it 
muſt at laſt be, which is to bear a reſemblauce 
to every one. Ihe life of Chriſt was action, his 
death, a crucifixion, his burial, the incloſing of 
his body in the cavity of a rock. The mode, 
therefore, muſt be three-fold ; it muſt repreſent 
action, crucifixion, and inclofing i in a rock ; be- 
cauſe, to purſue the notion of the Baptiſts, his 
life, death, and burial, muit all have an alluſion 
to the mode of baptiſm. 
There is no ſect, I ſhould ſuppole, that ute a 

mode of baptiſm to which all theſe will agree. 
The Romaniſts ule falt, oil, aud jpittic ; but 


e they intend an alluſion to the life of 
Cliritt, 
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Chriſt, I cannot take upon me to affirm. Vet, as 
they muſt have ſome alluſion, the ſalt may allude 
to his life of teaching; the ſpittle to his life of 
miracles ; and the oit to his life of munificence. 
The clergy of the church of England uſe the 
ſign of the croſs; and this is to allude to the 
crucifixion of Chriſt. The Baptiſts uſe immer- 
fion ; and this to allude to the burial of Chriſt. 
Now if we could unite all theſe in one, we 
ſhould have a tolerable alluſion to our Lord's 
hfe, death, and burial ; but when each is taken 
ſeparately, there is a deficiency in point of allu- 
fron. (The Engliſh clergy are deficient in al- 
tuding only to the crucifixion ; but not to the 
life and burial. Ihe Romaniſts are deficient in 
alluding only to the life and crucifixion ; but not 
to the burial. The Baptiſts too are deficient 
in-alluding to the burial only; but not to the 
life and crucifixion.) I know not whether theſe 
different communities take their document from 
this part of holy writ ; but certainly they have 
the fame ground if they chuſe to reaſon in the 
ſame way. But as the Baptiſts avowedly do 
this, and are at the ſame time ſo deficient in the 
bufineſs of alluſion, it would become them to ſet 
about a reform in the mode of their baptiſm ; it 
being at preſent wanting in two articles, v:z. the 
life and crucifixion, i. e. the ſign of the croſs, 
and ſalt, &c. 

That the abfurdity of ſuppoſing an alluſion in 
this place to the mode of baptiftn may appear 


in a ſtill ſtronger light, I would obſerve, that 
what the Apoſtle calls, in ver. 3, a being bap- 
tized into the death of Chriſt, he expreſſes in 
ver. 5, by being planted together in the likeneſs 
of his death. Uhis will be evident to any one 
who examines. the place. Now if any man-3s 

diſpoſed, 
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diſpoſed; after the method of the Baptiils, to 
Pik up alluſions to the mode of baptiſm, here 
are two ready at hand, and he may take both, or 
either, as he pleaſes. It is ufual with the Bap- 


tiſts, when contending for the mode of baptiim, 


to aftirm that the Apoſtle calls baptiſm a burial ; 
and hence they infer that immerſion mult be 


the mode. This, however, is: affirming what is 


not true; for the Apoſtle never, in any of his 
writings, calls“ baptiſm a burial.” But on the 

contrary, he does in this verle evidently ſpeak 
of it under the notion of planting aud ſays, We 
arc planted in the likenels of his death. Here 
then, upon the Baptiſt plan, are two alluſiuns— 
planting, and crucitixion. There are none, I be- 
lieve, who make planting an alluſion to the mode 
of baptiſm ; but ſhould this be attempted by any, 
they will have this onc adv antage which the Bap- 
tiſts are deſtitute of; and that is, that whereas 
baptiſm 1s no- where called a burial, it is in this 
place plainly called a planting. Now, it we 
ſuppoſe a peiſon reaſoning upon the plan of the 
Baptiſts, he will ſay, that as the Apoſtle calls 
baptiſm a planting, ke muſt allude to the mode 
in which that ordinance was adminiſtered ; and 
every one, who is at all acquainted with the art 
of planting, will eaſily gueſs what kind of mode 


i 


that muſt be, to which it alludes. Were this 


only adopied, and it may be adopted with greater 
advantage than the Baptiſt plan, we ſhould pro- 
bably hear of ſome contention about the mode 


of baptiſm, between thoſe who. immerle. and 


thoſe who only plant: And in this caſe I can 
clearly fee that victory will crown the planters. 
There is in the ſame way another alluſion in 


this verſe to the mode of baptiſm ; I have mer-- 


tioned it before, but it again on account of its 
ſuperior 


OF BAPTISM. 143 


ſuperior evidence to that alluſion of the Baptiſts. 


The Apoſtle ſays, we are planted, that is bap- 
tized, in the likeneſs of his death. Now taking 
this for an allufion to the mode of baptiſm, the 
argument for the fign of the croſs will be in- 
comparably ſtronger than that of the Baptiſts for 
immerſion. - I ſay incomparably ſtronger ; for 
whereas it is only ſaid in the fourth verſe, We 
are buried with him by baptiſm ; it is ſaid in this 
verſe, We are planted [ baptized] in the likeneſs 
of his death: There is nothing about ſimilitude 
mentioned in their alluſion ; but here the word 
„ likeneſs” is actually uſed. The argument, 
therefore, in favour of the ſign of the croſs, will, 
in the Baptiſt way of arguing, far outweigh that 
in favour of immerſion, And how much ſoever 
the Baptiſts may deſpiſe that ceremony, it is evi- 


dently better founded in this context than their 


own. So that if their argument from this place 
be good for immerſion, the other is far better 
for the ſign of the croſs. Upon the whole, the 
examination of this place convinces me of no- 
thing ſo much of this, that both the Baptiſts in 


general, and myſelf in particular, have been car= 


ried away with the mere ſound of a word, even 
to the neglect of the ſenſe and ſcope of the 
truth of God. | 

2. Leaving, therefore, the whimſical interpre- 
tation of the Baptiſts to itſelf, it may be obſerved, 
in order that we may the better enter into the 
Apoſtle's defign, that when he ſays, we are 
buried with him, by baptiſm,“ he makes haptiſm 
to be the inſtrumental cauſe of burial. This will 
appear plain by aſking this queſtion : By what 
are we buried with him ? The anſwer is, By bap- 
tiſm. And indeed baptiſm is made the inſtru- 
mental cauſe in each caſe, If we aik, How are 


we 
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we brought into Jeſus Chriſt ? Anſwer—By bap- 
4 tiſm: © Baptized into Jeſus Chriſt.” How are 

| we brought into his death? Anſwer—By bap- 
tiſm : Baptized into his death. How are we 
brought into his burial ? Anſwer—By baptiſm. 
Buried with him by baptiſm.” If therefore 
the union in life, death, and burial, be brought 
about by baptiſm, then baptiſm 1s the inſtrumen- 
tal cauſe of this union ; and then the very idea 
| of alluſion is entirely loſt, and they preſent them- 
58 {ſelves to our view under the notion of cauſe and 
4 effect. Baptiſm is made the cauſe, and union” 
in the life, death, and burial, the effect. 

Now this being the caſe, inſtead of hunting 
after alluſions, by which baptiſm will be any 
thing or nothing; we muſt attend to that ade- 
quacy or proportion in the cauſe, by virtue of 
which this effect is to be produced. This ade- 
quacy 1s not formally in outward baptiſm, which 
1s an emblem, and no more than an emblem, of 
Y the baptiſm of the Holy Spirit ; but merely in 

| the baptiſm of the Holy Spirit, of which the 1 
| other is an emblem. 1 Cor. x11. 13. It is, in- 
deed, the nature and deſign of both to bring per- 
Tons into union with Jeſus Chriſt ; but then, the 
union will be only of the ſame kind with the 
baptiſm. If the baptiſm be that of the Holy 
Spirit, it brings about an internal, vital union 
with Jeſus Chriſt ; but if it be only an outward 
baptiſm, the union will only be viſible and ex- 
ternal. But as the outward baptiſm is an em- 
blem of the inward and vital, the judgment of 
charity preſumes, unleſs there be good proof to 
the contrary, that they who voluntarily receive 
the former, are alſo poſſeſſed of the latter. It is 
according to this judgment of charity the Apoſtle 
addreſſes the Romans: He ſuppoſes baptized 
| perſons 
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perſons to be really baptized into Jeſus Chriſt ; 
and then, by virtue of that union, they live, they 
die, they are buried, they are raiſed again, and 
walk with Chriſt in newneſs of life. All which 
the Apoſtle expreſſes in theſe emphatic words; 
— Our old man is crucified with him, that the 
body of fin might be deſtroyed, that henceforth 
we ſhould not terve ſin- Dead indeed unto fin, 
but alive unto God through Jeſus Chriſt our 
Lord—Like as Chriſt was raiſed from the dead, 
by the glory of the Father, even ſo we alſo 
ſhould walk in newneſs of life. The ſcope of the 
Apoſtle is to ſhow the vital influence of union 
with Chriſt, of which baptiſm is the emblem. 
And as ſoon as any one enters fairly 1ato the 
Apoſtle's ſcope, the inſigniſicant idea of alluſion 
to a mode of baptiſm diſappears, and to uſe Mr. 
B.'s phraſe, hides its impertinent head, —Thus 
much for the Baptiſt alluſion, I ſhall next no- 
tice, | 
II. The Pædobaptiſt alluſion. According to 
this, the mode communicating the grace of the 
Holy Spirit to the foul, and that of applying the 
baptiſmal water to the body, are viewed as cor- 
reſponding with each other. 'The confiderations 
which lead to this, are ſuch as follow :—1. They 
botli agree in name. "The influences of ue Holy 
Spirit on the ſoul are called “ baptiſm,” and fo 
likewiſe is the external application of water. 
The term baptiſm, when uſed to expreſs the in- 
tivences of the Holy Spirit, takes in both his 
extraordinary and faving influences, Adds i. 5. 
1 Cor. xii. 13. And as theſe have ſometimes 
taken place in the ſame perſons, the term bap- 
tize“ has been uſed to expreſs both, Acts x. 44— 
46. compared with Acts xi. 16— 18. 2. They 
are often aſſociated in Seripture. How commonly 

O do 
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do we read ſuch words as theſe ; *] indeed have 
baptized you with water ; but he ſhall baptize 
you with the Holy Ghoſt.” "The reader will 
find this form of ſpeech in the following places: 
Mat. iii. 11. Mark i. 8. Luke iii. 16. John i. 33. 
Acts i. 5.—x1. 16. 3. Their mode of commu- 
nication is expreſſed in the fame way: © I bap- 
tize you, , with water, but he ſhall baptize 
vou e avepel ayw, with the Holy Ghoſt.” And 
this is done in all the places, only with this dif- 
ference, that Luke omits the prepoſition in one 
member, and there it is underſtood.—4. Bap- 
- =; with water, is an emblem of baptiſm with 

the Holy Ghoſt. Ihe application of water to 
the body, as noting the putting away the filth of 
the fleth, ſhadows forth- the influence of the 
Holy Spirit, which being imparted to the foul, 
produces the anſwer of a good conſcience to- 
wards God. 

Now, if theſe two paſs under the fame name; 
if both are frequently united in Scripture ; it the 
one be an emblem ot the other; and, if the mode 
of communication in each ba; iſm be expreſſed 
in the ſame way; then, the way to arrive at a 
clear view of the mode of outward baptiſm, 1s to 
obſerve in what manner the baptiſm of the Holy 
Spirit istdeferibed. This will lead us to conſult 
a lexicon of a very {upzior Kind, a lexicon 
worth more than five hundred ; and what is 
more, it is the plain, unicitered man's lexicon, 
and its title is, The lively oracles of God.” 
The article we are to mo tor is the term bap- 
tize. How docs this le; icon deline baptizare, 


to beptize? Auſwer 4 ors e off [uhbcroentre, 
au, e7uta..—-planmly, to bapuie. is—“ to 
© phi,” Mts 1b. to led for, A&s ii. 


t DO! ut, 
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Acts ii. 17.—x. 45. That is, in this baptiſm the 
grace of the Holy Spirit comes upon—tails upon 
—is ſhed forth—is poured out, namely, on the 
ſoul. This is the account this lexicon gives of 
the word “ baptize.“ 

Mr. Booth, inflead of paying a due attention 
to this Lexicon, has adopted method which, 
when properly adverted to, wili do no credit to 
him or his book. His profeſſed de gn is to prove 

that the term baptize” means in merſion, im- 
merſion only, and nothing elſe. Eut how does 
he do it? Why, he quotes a number of authors, 
who, as he himſelf ſavs, underſcood the term to 
mean immerſion, pouring, and ſprinkling; and 
theſe quotations he calls conceſſions. Concei= 
ſions of what? That the word meant immerſion 
only ? If fo, he made them concede what they 
never did concede, and what they had no thought 
of conceding. If they made no conceſſion, as 
he acknowledges they did not, that the term 
baptize ſignified immerſion only, what honeſt 
could there be in producing them at all? Mr. 
B.'s talent is quotation, and therefore he muſt 
«ow 4 but, at the ſame time it is a ſhame to 
abuſe the living or the dead, and it is a bad 
cauſe that requires it: For what elſe is it but 
abuſing an author, when he is introduced as 
granting that which in fact he never did grant. 

But had Mr. B. conſulted, as he ought, the 
Lexicon I am ſpeaking of, it might have freed 
him from the neceſſity of uſing that little art 
which one cannot obſerve in a diſputant with any 
degree of pleaſure. The authors he has conſult- 
ed, if they had been all on his fide (and I queſ- 
tion whether any one was beſide the Quakers), 
could only have told him how men underſtood 
the word; but this Lexicon would have ſhowed 


O 2 | him 
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him how God himſelf uſes it : And if we receive 
the witneſs of men, the witneſs of God is great- 
er. ILaſk, What does God witneſs concerning 
the term baptize? Anſwer—From the patlages 
before cited it is evident he witneſſes this—that 
the term ſtrictly and properly means to waſh, to 
punfy. What does God witneſs concerning the 
mode of applying the purific matter? Anſwer 
It comes upon, falls upon, is ſhed forth, is 

oured out. Why then, as water baptiſm is an 
emblem of this, and as the mode of application 
in both caſes is expreſſed in the ſame way, we. 
have a witneſs on the fide of pouring and ſprink- 
ling in baptiſm infinitely more certain than that 
of all the lexicographers and critics in the world, 
What are Mr. B.'s eighty abuſed critics, even 
ſuppoſing they had all been on his. fide, though 
I doubt whether he had one out of the eighty ; 
and even ſuppoſe he had eight hundred more, 
what, I ſay, are all theſe when compared to the 
all-wiſe God expounding and defining his own 
words! Mr. B. has a Talmud of his own, in 
which he ſtudies circumciſion ; and ill- treated 
critics, with whom he impoſes on the public in 
the article of baptiſm ; and though perhaps he 
may not yet be aſhamed of his Talmud, or his 
treatment, I believe the time will come when he 
will be aſhamed of both. 

Notwithſtanding the Scriptures, when ſpeak- 
ing of the baptiſm of the Holy Spirit, make uſe 
of the phraſes—come upon—fall upon—ſhed 
forth—poured out, Mr. B., to evade the force of 
this as it reſpects the mode of baptizing, has re- 
courſe to two miſerable ſhifts. In one caſe he 
would ſet aſide the alluſion to the mode, and 
in the other he would make it agree with im- 


merſion; and as theſe are ſomewhat curious, I 
cannot 


— ah 
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cannot very well cleſe the ſubject without taking 
notice of them. 

1. To ſet aſide the alluſion he takes the fol- 
lowing courſe in his aniwer to Dr. Williams. 
Page 341, he ſays “ Dr. W. argues in favour of 
pouring and of ſprinkling from the baptiſm of the 
Holy Spirit. Thus he ſpeaks : I fcruple not to aſ- 
ſert it, there is no object whatever in all the New 
Teſtament ſo frequently and fo explicitly ſignified 
by baptiſm as theie divine influences ;”” referring 
to Matt. ili. 11.; Mark i. 8, 9. ; Luke ili. 16, 
21, 22.; and ſeveral other places. Mr. B., in 
anſwer, ſays, p. 342, „But thoſe paſſages of 
Scripture to which he refers, regard that copious 
and extraordinary cifufion | eftution, i. e. pouring 
out] of the Holy Spirit which was reccived by 
the Apoſtles and iuft diſciples of our Lord ſoon 

fter his aſcenſion into heaven.” The truth is, 
the term“ baptize,” when applied to the Holy 
Spirit, 1s uſed to denote both his extraordinary 
and ordinary influences, even thoſe by which the 
mind is renewed and united to Chriſt; and ſo 
baptiſm by affuſion is the moſt expreftiive em- 
blem of the communication of theſe influences, 
more eſpecially as the mode of application is 
expreſſed in the fame way, and the one is fairly 
an emblem of the other. 

But Mr. B. does not {cem willing to admit that 
one baptiſm is an emblem of the other: l ſay, 
„ ſeem willing,” for I proteſt I do not know, 
though 1 have his book before my eyes, und 
have looked at it half an hour, whether he means 
to admit or deny it. That which ſeems the moſt 
evident is, he wiſhes, by any means, to get rid 
of it, loſe it, put it out of fight, forget it himſelf, 
and mare his reader do fo too; but then how is 
this to be done? Done 4 why, by the ä 
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of his old impartial! friends, the Quakers, , He 
ſuggeſts that our viewing water baptiſm #8 an em 
blem of the baptiſm of the Role Spfrit, will 
operate againſt its perpetuity, Tozevince this he 


introduces the Quakers as reaſoning in the fol- 


lowing manner: Water baptifm was divinely 


appointed, and continued if force till the death 
of Chriſt ;- but as that rite had for its object the 


deſcent of the Holy Spirit and his divine influ- 
ences, no ſooner was the promiſed Spirit vouch- 
ſafed to our Lord's diſciples, than the obligation 
to regard water baptiſm entirely ceaſed. For 
baptiſm in water being only an emblem of the 
promiſed baptiſm in the Holy Spirit, why thould 
the former be continued after the latter has taken 
place?“ This, he ſays, or fomething like it, if 
he miſtake not, is the Quakers” principal argu- 
ment; and, tor aught he perceives, it is equally 
forcible with that of his opponent. 

I confeſs I am not ſufficiently verſed in the 
Quakers' mode of reatoning to know whether 
Mr. B. has done them juſtice. He- firſt makes 
them ſay that baptiſm continued till the death of 
Chriſt, and then that the obligation to regard it 
ceaſed when the promiſed Spirit was vouchſafed: 
ſo there are two periods for the expiration of 
baptiſm. But I have no diſpute with the Quakers; 
I know they are only brought in here as a blind, 
that Mr. B., by getting behind them, might with- 
draw more eaſily, I am perſuaded he does not 


approve of their argument—he only wanted to 


get rid of the alluſion, and he has got rid of it; 
ut itis in the ſame way asthe Quakers getrid of 
the two ordinances » Nay, far worſe ; for whereas 
they do this by arguments which they deem 
good, Mr. B. has * it by ſuch reaſoning as 
he himſelf would be aſnamed to adopt. 89 

r. 
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Mr. B.'s miſerable way of getting rid of the al- 
lufion, viz. by giving the re era fuzker's ar- 


ument. I will now adve!t {© 4 other ſhift, 
b which, 

2. He attempts to make, the ailu n agree” 
with immerſion. Ibo Mode, as |. have before 
faid, of communicating th intuone va. ow 
Spirit is in Scripture 8 by eg bon 
falling upon—ſhedding fortb— ut, and 
this mode of communication is ex pre iy Called 
baptizing. Now while moſt perſons hase en- 
ſidered the baptiim of the Holy Spirit «as f 1VOUPe * 


ing affuſion, Mr. 3. will undertake to {how that 
it is expreſſive of that idea for which he con- 
tends, namely immertion. J his is an attempt 
in which I could with him much ſucceſs; for if 
he can make it appear that pouring out, and im- 
merſing into, are the fame thing, then neither 
will he have any reaſon to complain of thoſe that 
pour, nor will thoſe who pour have any reaſon 
to complain of him. I fear it will prove a hard 
talk ; let us hear him however. 

In vol. i. p. 101, he ſpeaks of “an electrical 
bath, ſo called becauſe the electrical fluid ſur- 
rounds the patient.” Well, and what then? 
This philoſophical document reminds me of 
the ſacred hiſtorian's language, where, narrating 
the fact under conſideration, thus he ſpeaks : 
And when the day of Pentecoſt was fully come, 
they were all with one accord in one place. And 
ſuddenly there came a ſound from Heaven as of 
a ruſhing mighty wind, and it FILLED ALL 
THE HOUSE WHERE THEY WERE SITTING. 
And there appeared unto them cloven tongues 
like as of fire, and it fat upon each of them. 
And they were all fillod with the Holy Ghoft, 
Now, lays he, if the language of medical 

electricity 
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eleAricity be juſt, it cannot be abſurd, nay, it 
ſeems highly rational, to underſtand this lan- 
guage of inſpiration as expreſſive of that idea 
immerſion] tor which we contend. Was the 
Holy Spirit poured out, did the Holy Spirit fall 
upon the Apoitles and others at that memorable 
time? tt was in ſuch a manner and to fuch a 
degree, that they were, like a patient in the 
electric heath, as if immerſed in it.” 

This electric bath is a pretty fancy, a happy 
invention for Mir. B; it was welt he did not live 
before it was found out, ſor then what a fine 
thought would have been loſt. Though the Holy 
Spirit fell upon, was poured out, yet, ſays he, 
it was in ſuch a manner and to ſuch a degree, 
that they were like a patient in the electrie bath, 
as if immeried in it, that is, immerſed in the 
Holy Spirit. Moſt pertons, I fuppole, when they 
read of the Holy Spirit falling upon any one, 
underſtand it to mean the influence of that Spi- 
rit coming upon the ſoul; but Mr. B. ſpeaks as 
if the Holy Ghoſt, or his influence, fell on the 
outſide of the Apoſtles, and ſo ſurrounded their 
bodies like an electric bath. And to ſhow he 
intended this, he has put theie words in capitals, 
it * FILLED ALL THE HOUSE WHERE THEY 
WERE SITTING,” Then they were immerſed 
in ſomething which filled the houſe; I aſk, 
what was ibat ſomething? In Engliſh it is ex- 
piclied hy the pronoun „it“ —it filled the 
houic ; Well, what is antecedent to“ it ff? an- 
ſwer, the word © found.” The ſound, which 
was 4s 4 lng mighty wind, filled all the houle 
. they Were Utting. {be word in the Greek 
is 4-53 4 £0110, a reverberating found. Mr. B.'s 


| electrie hat 5 97:5, after all, nothing more than 


an cho. Lie has been very ſilent, about this 
| electric 
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electric fluid; either he did not know what it 
was, or he was not complaiſant enough to tell us. 
The loſs, however, is not great; we have found 
it out without him. It was an echo then that 
filled all the houſe; and the Apoſtles, being im- 
merſed in an echo, were ſurrounded by it like a 
patient in an electric bath, This is the beauty 
of ſticking cloſe to the primary meaning of the 
term, as Mr. B. calls it: and io tenacious is he 
of his primary meaning, that he does not care in 
what people are immerſed, ſo they are but im- 
merſed in ſomething. 

To be baptized by the Holy Spirit is to receive 
his influence on the heart and mind ; but this 
baptiſm, according to Mr. B., is to have the 
body ſurrounded by an echo. Is then the in- 
fluence of the Spirit falling upon the heart, and 
a reverberating ſound ſurrounding the body, the 
lame thing? Mr. B. is a dreadful confounder of 
things that differ! He ſaid once that an obedient 
ſubject of the civil government and a complete 
church-member were the ſame thing ; does he 
think too that the influence of the Holy Ghoſt 
is nothing more than an echo ?—Thus much for 
the electric bath, and the Quakers' argument! 
Theſe are Mr. B.'s two miſerable fhifts, by 
which he would evade the argument from the 
Holy Spirit's baptiſm in favour of affuſion; and 
miſerable ones they are as ever made their ap- 
pearance in public. 


[ ſhall conclude this ſubje&, by urging one 


thing more from Scripture, which appears deci- 
tive againſt the Baptiſts: I mean, the way in 
which baptiſm is ſpoken of in the ſacred word. 
This is found in the following places; Mat. iii. 11. 
“indeed baptize you with water.“ Mark i. 8. 


indeed have baptized youw1:/ water.“ Lukeiii. 
16 


154 OF THE MODE 


16. indeed baptizey you w:th water,” John i. 26. 
« [ baptize 1/1 water,” 31. +] come baptiz- 
ing u water,“ 33. He that ſent me to baptize 
707% water.” Ads ;! 5 5. 4 John truly baptized 


will water.” xi. 16. „John indeed baptized 


wil water. 

The queſtion is, to what mode of baptiſm will 
the prepoſition en, which is uſed in theſe 
eight places, agree? For that muſt be the ſcrip- 
tural mode to which it anſwers. Now it muſt 
be evident that the word [with] does not 
agree to the application of the body to the wa- 
ter, as in dipping; but it does agree to the ap- 


Plication of water to the body, as In pouring. 


In proof of this we advance three things. 

|. The baptiſm of the 2 Ton is ; exprefied 
in the ſame way; Mat. iii. He ſhall bap- 
tize you with the Holy Obo. „Mark i. 8 „He 
ſhall baptize you with the Holy Ghoſt.” So in 
Luke iii. 16. John i. 33. AQs1. 5. and xi. 


16. and the manner agrees exactly to the word 
[with] ſignifying the application of the Spirit to 


the perſon; for he was [12 ed fo: th—poured 
out—fell upon—came upon.” 

II. Ihe manner of Jewith purifications. which 
we are {ure was by iprinkling, is exprefled in the 


ſame way: Thus ſprinkled with blood—purged 


with blood—1s in all ſuch cafes 2 natural way of 
ſpeaking. Ihus it is in deſcribing, the condition 
of Nebuchadnezzar, on whom the dew fell ; 


His body was wet gag ; | papti. :cd 201.5 the 


dew of heaven.” So likewt'e in the application 
of oil to the body, the fame prepotition is natu- 
rally uſed “ He ſhatl anoint him 41th ol.” — 
„ '[hou ſhalt anvint him 207 vil.” 
III. It would be perfectly unnatural to exprefs 
immerſion this way. The Church of England, 
at 
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at one time, made uſe of dipping : and the Bap- 
liſts infer this, among other things, from the 
word *wherein” uſed in the catechiſm. Ihus Mr. 
Booth, vol. i. page 169. After ſaying it requires 
an uncommon degree of ignorance, of preju— 
dice, of prevarication, or of atſurance, for any of 
them [i. e. the Clergy | to treat immerſion as a 
novel practice; he advances in proof of this 
the HH to this queſtion. ** What is the out- 
ward part or ſign in vaptiſm ?”? „Water * where- 
in the perſon is baptized.” And contends juſtly, 
in page 10, that the “ idea of pouring, or 
ſprinkling cannot be applied here, without ren— 
dering the language abſurd.“ 

Now had the word z2w/ etui been uſed in 
the catechiſm initcad of ue rein, Mr. Booth, 
and every baptiſt muſt know, that no immer- 
fon was intended; and, as the former, and not 
the latter, is the ſcripture way of expreſſing it, it 
is evident that ſcripture baptiſms were not by 
immerſion; but by pouring. | 

There is one ſubterfuge which I muſt guard 
againſt, that the bap'iits may be left entirely de- 
'fencelefs.* They will contend, that the Greek 
prepoſition „ uſed in moſt of theſe paſſages 
ſhould have been tranſſated iz or into. —To this 
I have two ſmal! objections; It would make 
the paſſages ridiculous and be repugnant to the 
word of 60d 

I. Ridiculous—Mat. iii. 11. I baptize you 
ey v0z71 in or into water; but he fhall baptize you 
ey TIvgazre api 1N OL intd the Holy Ghoit-ridi- 
culous cnough ! | 

II. Repugnant—For they were not baptized in 
or into the Holy Ghoit. On the contrary, he 
fell on thezn—was poured ont-—ſhed upon, &c. 

To remove that which is ridiculous and ropuge- 
nant, there is one deſgerate Jt fu a tiling 

— yam. 
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ſyſtem. What is it? *Tis this, „ joined to wa- 
ter muſt be in or into—e joined to ſpirit muſt be 
20%. Deſperatc ſhift indeed! This is a wretch- 
ed prop for ruined ſyſtem. Only ſuch can 
need it. | 


—— — — 


OF THE USE OF INFANT BAPTISM. 


AS I have often heard it aſked, What 1s the 
uſe of infant baptiſm ? I think it neceſſary, be- 
fore I conclude, to ſay ſomething in anſwer to 
that queſtion, With regard to the uſe of bap- 
tilm, | confider it in the light of a mean of grace, 
and 1 view it in the ſame way when applied to 


infants. 1 dg not ſuppoſe that infants, properly 


ſpeaking, receive any preſent benefit by being 
baptized, but that this is deſigned the more to 


engage the attention of parents and others to the 
. riſing, generation.* 1 view infants, when bap- 


tized, under the notion of perſons entered into 
a ichoo!; and, therefore, | conſider parents, 
paſtors, deacons, and church-members at large, 
as brought under an additional obligation to in- 
ſtruct thoſe children who are become ſcholars, 
as they become able to learn, in the peculiar 
truths of the religion of Chriſt. Viewing the 
matter in this light, it aſſumes an importance ex- 
ceedingly grand; and infant baptiſm is far from 
being that unmeaning thing, which it appears to 
be, when the views are extended no farther than 


| helpleſs infancy. 1 


OS. 
We may illuſtrate this by taking a view of 
circumciſion. Circumciſion brought perſons 


under an obligation of conforming to the reveal. 


ed will of God; he who was circumciſed be- 
came a debtor: And as this was the nature of 
| the 


